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TEN YEARS AGO.... 


the BeneS and Gottwald Czechs) 


and the Lettrich Slovak “de- 
mocrats” celebrated the “libera-' 
tion” of Czecho-Slovakia by Sta- | 


lin and his heroic armies. The, 
“joyous, historic’ event was cele-| 
brated for months. By the grace 
of Stalin, BeneS became president 
again; the Czech communists and 
socialists ruled in Prague; and 
the Slovak National Council] — 
Lettrich’s newborn “democrats” 
and Sechmidke’s Slovak commun- 
ists reigned supreme in Bra- 
tislava. The people of the Czech 
lands really were happy, we were 
told, but the Slovak nation was 
sorrowful and fearful of the fu- 


ture. BeneS and his Czechs had 
always promoted pro-Soviet, SO- | 
cialistic policy and _ philosophy, 


whereas the Slovaks had consist- | 
ently and persistently opposed it. 


As early as February 14, 1945, 
Jan Masaryk, broadcasting to Cze- | 
cho-Slovakia from London, pro- | 
claimed the Crimea Conference a 
“triumph of allied statesmanship.” 
Czecho-Slovakia, he said, has no 
serious internationa] problems and 
“our lasting gratitude is due to 
our Slav liberators, the Great 
Powers, to Providence for putting 
mankind’s destiny in the hands 
of Churchill, Roosevelt, and Sta- | 
lin, and giving us Benes.” 

A month earlier, Dr. Jan Papa- 
nek, minister plenipotentiary and 
director of the information ser- 
vice in New York of Benei’s 
government-in-exile in London, told 
the NEW YORK POST that the 


published report about the attempt 
of the Soviet Union to incorporate 
Sub-Carpathian Russia into the So- 
viet Ukraine “was absolutely with- 
out foundation.” 

At the same time Monsignor Jan 
Sramek, leader of the Czech Peo- 
ple’s Party and a member of Be- 
neS’s London government, sent a 
telegram to Marshal Stalin, telling 
him: “All Czecho-Slovaks are 
filled with joy. The Soviet Union’s 
limitless sacrifices for our libera- 
tion will never be forgotten 
Your gesture, naming Red Army 
units after Kosice and Pregov, will 
perpetuate the memory of the fight 
against the common enemy, this 
being the foundation of lasting 
brotherhood in arms.” 


Dr. Juraj Slavik, Slovak Judas 
and member of Bene§S’s political 
entourage, who as ambassador in 
Washington somehow could not 
recognize known Reds in the Cze- 


|cho-Slovak embassy, bubbled with 


unbridled joy: “Presov again 
breathes a free life. Koéice is lib- 


erated.... Slovakia and the Cze- 
cho-Slovak Republic shall remain 
eternally grateful to the Red 


Army.” 

Before leaving Britain, Dr. Ed- 
ward Benes, broadcasting from 
London to Czecho-Slovakia, said: 
“Do not allow yourselves to be 
frightened by the Goebbels bolshe- 
vik bogey. We have a treaty 
of alliance with the Soviet Union, 
which we rate very highly and 
which we will always fulfill in 
spirit and letter, just as the Soviet 
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Union will. do.” Later, after being 
welcomed in Moscow, Bene§ said: 
“The road to liberated Czecho- 
Slovakia leads through Moscow. 
Soon the whole of Europe shall be 
free.” 

Dr. Hubert Ripka, member of 
BeneS’s London government, told 
a farewell press conference in 
London that he did not consider 
the Western Allies’ apprehensions 
chat his country might become a 
vassal of the Soviet Union were 
grounded. He said: “it is naturai 
that Czecho-Slovakia should seek 
her security primarily in the 
friendship with the Soviet Union.” 

Dr. Joseph Lettrich, Slovak Ju- 
das and Red collaborator now en- 
joying freedom in the USA, told 
A. I. Goldberg of the NEW YORK 
TIMES that “Russia has kept all 
the terms of the occupation treaty 
very fairly.” The same Lettrich 
who praised Stalin, the Red Army 
of “liberation,” and the great So- 
viet Union. 

Dr. Viado Clementis, Slovak Red 
who was a member of Lettrich’s 
Slovak National Council and Be- 
neS’s communist-dominated Prague 
government, broadcast over the 
Prague radio on June 13, 1945, 
about the “conditions of Czecho- 
Slovak security.” Of course, there 
could be no security without the 
Czecho-Slovak-Soviet Treaty of 
1943. His address was published 
in the NEW YORKSKY DENNIK 
as the leading editorial on July 18, 
1945. 

Dr. Jaroslav Stransky, Bene’’s 
minister now in the USA and glad 
to serve the FREE EUROPE COM- 
MITTEE (Radio Free Europe), told 
a mass meeting in Most in 1945: 
“We shall be eternally grateful to 
those who helped us, above all to 
our great Slav brother, the So- 
viet Union.” 


Dr. Fedor HodzZa — a Lettrich 
“democrat,” member of the com- 
munist-dominated National Front 
government of the BeneS-Gottwald 
coalition, but now in the USA, a 
member of the so-called Council of 
Free Czecho-Slovakia and the As- 
sembly of Captive European Na- 
tions, as well as of the Interna- 
tional Peasant Union — said be- 
fore the provisional National As- 
sembly in Prague, in 1945: “The 
Soviet Union is our ally and our 
friend, and we are its ally and 
friends. Our friendship and alliance 
is not based only on ideological 
ties. It is something more. It stems 
from political and geographical 
reality, from the depth of our 
hearts and from the living idea of 
Slavic unity.” 


The BeneS Czechs (Zenkl, Rip- 
ka, Majer, Hasal, TAborsky, Hei- 
drich, etc.) and Slovak Judases 
(Lettrich, Papanek, Slavik, HodZa, 
Koévara, Midry, Kvetko, etc.) be- 
lieved that collaboration between 
the USSR and Czecho-Slovakia 
was not only feasible, but highly 
desirable. They believed that 
peaceful coexistence with the Reds 
| was possible without the loss of 
|freedoms and rights. They pro- 
|moted the disastrous pro-Soviet 
and anti-Slovak policy of Dr. Ed- 
| ward Bene§ to the bitter end. Why 
should they not be considered re- 
| sponsible for the present terrible 
plight of the Czech and Slovak 
nations? And why should they 
presently be favored by our State 
'Department, various agencies of 
U. S. Government (USIA, CIA, 
etc.), the Free Europe Committee 
(Radio Free Europe), and some of 
our universities? Or must we be- 
lieve that similar forces are en- 
trenched in these institutions? 
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THE REV. STEPHEN FURDEK 
By Philip A. Hrobak 


Father Stephen Furdek was called to his eternal re- 
ward forty years ago, but his stature continues to grow 
with the years. When Furdek died on January 18, 1915, 
he was mourned by Slovaks everywhere. Father Furdek 
was, indeed, a great American, a good Slovak, an exemplary 
priest of God, a true apostle of Christian charity, a suc- 
cessful organizer and leader of men. 

Rev. Stephen Furdek was born September 2, 1855, in 
the village of Trstenaé, Orava County, Slovakia, materially 
probably one of the poorest of the poor communities of 
the land of the Tatras, which has been inhabited by Slo- 
vaks during the past 1500 years. It was there that Fur- 
dek completed his primary education as a boy. Then he 
attended the gymnasium at Banska Bystrica, transferring 
later to the one at Nitra; and after that he entered the 
seminary at Nitra. Completing his studies at Nitra with 
distinction, Furdek was sent to Pest University, where he 
became: ill a short time later and returned to Nitra. After 
recuperating, Furdek taught school for a time in Straz- 
nice, Moravia, and then decided to study at the University 
of Prague. It was here that he studied classical philology 
for three years and became acquainted with Dr. Fran- 
cis Bauer, rector of the seminary and, later, Cardinal and 
Archbishop of the Olomouc archbishopric, with whom he 
corresponded to his death. It was on the advice of Dr. 
Bauer that Furdek entered the seminary at Prague to 
complete his priestly studies. But he did not quite com- 
plete those there, because as a theologian in his fourth 
year he answered the call of Bishop Richard Gilmour of 
Cleveland, Ohio, for priests who could speak and under- 
stand Slovak and other Slovanic languages. Parting with 
his family and acquaintances in Trsten4, Furdek set sail 
for America in March, 1882, and arrived in Cleveland, 
Ohio, several weeks later. : 
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In Cleveland, Furdek completed his studies for the 
priesthood and was ordained priest July 1, 1882. His first 
assignment was a chaplaincy at the Czech parish of St. 
Wenceslaus. In April, 1883, Bishop Gilmour appointed him 
pastor of the newly-founded congregation of Our Lady of 
Lourdes in the East 55th and Broadway section of Cleve- 
land. However, at the end of May, 1883, Bishop Gilmour 
asked Father Furdek to take over the administration of 
the St. Procopius parish on the West Side, where a dis- 
turbance had occurred. Father Furdek acquiesced, listened 
patiently to arguments proferred by the various “warring” 
factions, reconciled and set them straight and made the 
parish a going concern. By February, 1884, Furdek was 
back at his old post of Our Lady of Lourdes parish, where 
he labored successfully until his death in 1915. 

In the meantime, quite a number of Slovaks had set- 
tled in the downtown Woodland-Scovill-Commercial Ave- 
nue section of Cleveland; they attended St. Joseph’s church 
on 23rd and Woodland Avenue. Since the Franciscan Fa- 
thers there did not know Slovak or any related language, 
the Slovaks begged Father Furdek to do something about 
it. And he did. With the permission of the Bishop and the 
Franciscans, Father Furdek made his appearance regu- 
larly at one of the Masses at St. Joseph’s to preach and 
instruct in Slovak, while one of the Franciscan Fathers 
read the Holy Mass. 

As the number of Slovak immigrants in Cleveland in- 
creased, they asked Father Furdek to help them establish 
a parish “of our own” — a Slovak parish. This he did in 
1888, when a lot, 180 by 180 feet, was bought at the corner 
of Corwin and Holton Avenues, just below Woodhill Road. 
Even the Magyars of the Buckeye Road area contributed 
so that a wooden church was constructed on the site that 
same year. That was the start of St. Ladislaus parish. 

In 1890, at the request of his Bishop, Father Furdek 
went to Europe to seek out priests who would serve the 
spiritual needs of Slovaks, Slovenes and Croatians of the 
Cleveland diocese. After completing his mission, Furdek 
visited Lourdes and Rome and then returned to his parish 
in Cleveland. 
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Father Furdek’s entire life was a life of dedication 
to God and his fellowmen. Harly in life he adopted the 
slogan “Za Boha a narod” (For God and nation) and ad- 
hered to it strictly throughout his life. The motto was 
adopted by the organizations which Furdek founded: the 
First Catholic Slovak Union of the United States of Amer- 
ica (1890); the First Catholic Slovak Ladies Union (1892) ; 
the Slovak Institute (Slovenské Matica — 1893); the Slovak 
League of America (1907); the National Fund, the Fund 
to Preserve our National Heritage. Furdek also organized 
the St. Ladislaus parish in Cleveland and helped to found 
many others, including the parish schools which were built 
later. 


The First Catholic Slovak Union is undoubtedly the 
greatest achievement of Father Furdek’s fruitful life. The 
biography of Furdek is substantially the history of the 
First Catholic Slovak Union. Today this organization is the 
largest fraternal benefit society of Slovaks in the world. 
Furdek not only organized it, but was also its guiding 
spirit throughout his life. 


In the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the Slo- 
vaks from the Tatra country were literally pouring into 
America to better their economic lot and escape the poli- 
tical oppression of alien rulers at home. Furdek realized 
that much more could be acomplished by an organization 
than by an individual. He also knew that it was only na- 
tural for men to band together in a common cause. At the 
close of the nineteenth century, Slovak immigrants in va- 
rious cities of the United States had already organized 
into benefit and social organizations on the local level. 
Furdek put his sights on a national organization, which 
would do so much more “for God and nation.” And Fur- 
dek’s dream was realized when representatives of eight 
such Slovak societies answered his call for a convention 
at Cleveland, Ohio, September 4, 1890, and established 
the First Catholic Slovak Union. 


Today the First Catholic Slovak Union is worth 
$22,000,000.00; over 200,000 Slovaks joined it since it was 
organized; the organization paid out some $40,000,000.00 
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in death benefits to widows and orphans of its members; 
another $5,000,000.00 in charity to individuals and insti- 
tutions; and the Jednota Home for orphans, opened in 
1914, has taken care of some 2,000 children of its members 
who lost one or both of their parents. In addition, the or- 
ganization has paid for the high school education of many 
boys and girls who otherwise might have been deprived of 
it, because relatives could not afford to give it to them. 

Furdek and his followers, the members of the First 
Catholic Slovak Union, also played a major role in estab- 
lishing some 300 Catholic Slovak parishes, 150 parochial 
schools, several high schools; also St. Andrew’s Abbey of 
Slovak Benedictines, Cleveland, Ohio, the Slovak Francis- 
can Fathers of Clifton, N. J., Pittsburgh, Pa., and Valpa- 
raiso, Ind., the Order of Sisters of Sts. Cyril and Metho- 
dius, Danville, Pa., the Slovak Dominican Sisters, Oxford, 
Mich., the Slovak Vincentian Sisters of Perrysville, Pa., and 
Bedford, Ohio, the Slovak Franciscan Sisters of Bellevue, 
Pa., Lacon, Ill., Bethlehem, Pa., and the Slovak Benedic- 
tine Sisters, Tinley Park, Ill. 

The First Catholic Slovak Union of the United States 
and Canada has some 1100 subordinate branches with a 
total membership of 98,000. There are branches of the or- 
ganization at practically every Catholic Slovak parish, as 
well as many non-Slovak parishes. 

Father Stephen Furdek was a man of unblemished 
character, deep convictions, and keen foresight; a man of 
the highest principles, intelligent, kind, patient, just, un- 
derstanding, ever ready to forgive and advise, quick to 
help and comfort the unfortunate. That is why Furdek 
was loved and revered by his own people and respected 
even by the enemies of his Church and nation. 


Thoroughly familiar with the virtues and failings of his 
people, Father Furdek did everything in his power to im- 
prove their material and spiritual condition. All his labors 
tended to uplift his Slovak countrymen. His heart and 
hands were in practically every national and religious un- 
dertaking of the Slovaks in America. His only complaint 
seemed to be that he could not do enough for his God and 


SLOVAKIA 7 


his people. Not only did he rouse the Slovaks of America 
and the members of the organization he founded to be up 
and doing, but he himself led the way, working selflessly 
and tirelessly, and supporting generously the cause at 
hand, whether it be a new church, a newly created foun- 
dation, a new school, the Holy Father, the domestic and 
foreign missions, etc. 

At the same time, however, Father Furdek was ever 

mindful of the sad plight of the Slovaks beneath the Ta- 
tras, the land of his fathers. Not only was he aware of it, 
but also decided to do something about it. He constantly ap- 
pealed to the sons and daughters of the Slovak nation who 
came to the shores of free America not to be ashamed of 
their Slovak origin, but to proudly proclaim it. He appre- 
ciated the blessings of freedom and wished to share them 
with his less fortunate brethren in Slovakia. How many 
times did Furdek sigh and pray “Lord, that our Slovak peo- 
ple over there might once enjoy the blessings of freedom 
that are mine in America!” And Father Furdek and his 
followers did much to alleviate the oppression of their 
countrymen at home and inspired many others to do like- 
wise. 
The Slovak League of America, founded by Furdek in 
1907, Cleveland, Ohio, is also a going concern today. Unlike 
the Jednota, the Slovak League of America is not a frater- 
nal insurance organization, but a cultural and civic organiza- 
tion of Americans of Slovak descent. Being an American in- 
stitution it is primarily interested in promoting the welfare 
and security of the United States of America. But it is also 
interested in creating a better understanding and apprecia- 
tion of the Slovak nation, its histery, culture, traditions, 
achievements, and its long, hard struggle for freedom and in- 
dependence. As a truly American organization it is resolute- 
ly opposed to the domination and exploitation of the Slovak 
nation by any other nation or political state. Like the other 
organizations founded by Furdek, the Slovak League con- 
sistently repudiates and condemns Marxist communism. 

Father Furdek believed that individuals and nations 
could better their lot if they drew their strength from the 
rich, vital fountains of moral forces, the foundation of 
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which are faith, religion and spiritual traditions. The cir- 
cumstances that prevailed in Slovakia did not allow the 
Slovaks to prosper materially. As a nation they were hum- 
bled and alien rulers repudiated their inherent, God-given 
rights to freedom and independence. But spiritually, the 
Slovak nation never was poor but, in fact, wealthier than 
many other larger nations which were free and independ- 
ent. The Slovaks preserved their Christian character even 
under the most adverse conditions, and generation after 
generation preserved the individualistic traditions of the 
Slovak spirit. Father Furdek knew that the Slovaks in 
America did not have to surrender their character, their 
national traditions, but could in fact even develop the spi- 
ritual heritage of their forefathers and thus with the 
treasures of their own spirit contribute to the enrichment 
of American life. Father Furdek always contended that 
good Slovaks made good American citizens, that a Slovak 
who remained loyal to God and his own nation simply could 
not become an unworthy citizen. 


Father Stephen Furdek was also a writer and poet of 
no mean ability. In 1891, he began publishing the news- 
paper ‘‘Jednota” (The Union) weekly, and five years later 
the annual ‘“Kalendar Jednota” or Jednota Almanac as it 
is called. Both are still being published by the First Catho- 
lic Slovak Union. Father Furdek not only edited these pub- 
lications, but also contributed heavily to them until his 
death in 1915. He found time, too, to write for several 
publications in Slovakia. His was a very popular style; his 
articles, stories, anecdotes and poems were relished by the 
Slovaks of America and Europe. In 1910, he published the 
book “‘Svet a jeho zahady” (The World and its Mysteries), 
an apologetic work repudiating the atheistic theories of 
scientists about the origin of the world and man. 


The importance of having a school in every Slovak 
parish was highly appreciated and strongly advocated by 
Father Furdek. It could be used to great advantage by 
both the young and the old. The latter could be instructed 
in English, and the former in Slovak. Furdek appreciated 
the fact that children especially could not be expected to 
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love something that was unknown to them; they could love 
and appreciate only what they had an opportunity to be- 
come acquainted with. His Slovak grammar and readers 
for children did much to preserve the Slovak language in 
several generations of Slovaks in America. 

Father Furdek endeavored to acquaint Americans with 
Slovakia and the Slovaks, and the latter with America. To 
win recognition for his people and preserve their good 
name was one of the principle aims of Father Furdek. Up 
to the time that Furdek began to publish his “Jednota” 
(1891), the Slovaks were referred to as ‘Hungarians, 
Huns, Slavish people, Slavonians, Slavs’ — in a word, al- 
most anything but what they really were. It was Furdek 
who insisted on the appellation “SLOVAKS” and appealed 
to the readers of the Jednota in particular to do likewise. 


Father Furdek enjoyed universal popularity and the 
trust of his people. He was a man of great understanding, 
tact and diplomacy. Furdek settled many arguments and 
misunderstandings to the satisfaction of all parties con- 
cerned. An apostle of peace and tolerance, Furdek endea- 
vored to avoid whatever might cause dissension and mis- 
understanding among his people. 

To those who did not know him well, Furdek appeared 
to be cool, reserved and difficult to approach. That was 
Furdek on the outside. Inside, however, beat a heart of 
gold, in fact, Father Furdek was all heart. Furdek was not 
easily irritated, possessing surprising self-control even un- 
der the most trying circumstances. Heated debates might 
be carried on in his presence when, finally, he would be 
called upon to settle the argument in question. Furdek al- 
ways spoke little, but said very much, carefully weighing 
every word. He spoke softly, without any show of anger, 
bitterness or aggravation; he was fair and objective to- 
wards friend and foe alike in private as well as public re- 
lations with them. 


Father Furdek was not easily discouraged by diffi- 
culties and disappointments. He studied every problem 
thoroughly, presented his views intelligently and then of- 
fered what he thought was the best solution. When he 
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decided it was in the best interests of the First Catholic 
Slovak Union to change to the reserve system, he kept 
hammering away at it, appealing and explaining to the 
membership and the delegates to the convention until the 
proposition was approved. We know today that if it had 
not been, the First Catholic Slovak Union most likely would 
not be in existence today. When Father Furdek thought 
it was time to seriously think of building a home for the 
orphaned children of the members of the Jednota, he let 
the membership know about it and set himself to the task 
until the Jednota Home in Middletown, Pa., became a re- 
ality in 1914. He also dreamed of building a high school 
and a university on the Jednota Home property, and if the 
good Lord had spared Furdek another decade, he undoubt- 
edly would have promoted even these worthy objects suc- 
cesstully. 

Ailing for several years, Father Furdek gave up his 
soul to its Maker at 4:40 p. m., January 18, 1915. The news 
of his death spread like fire throughout Slovak settlements 
in America; Slovaks everywhere, Catholics and nonCa- 
tholics alike, were deeply touched and mourned the passing 
of the greatest Slovak in America. After the solemn Re- 
quiem chanted by the Rt. Rev. Monsignor O’Reilly, Chan- 
cellor of the Diocese of Cleveland, in our Lady of Lourdes 
church, January 20, 1915, the earthly remains of Father 
Furdek were laid to rest in the Calvary Cemetery. Over 
10,000 people, including Bishop J. M. Koudelka of Superior, 
Wisconsin, 65 priests from Slovak parishes of America, 
the Supreme Officers of the First Catholic Slovak Union, 
the Slovak League of America and other Slovak organiza- 
tions, and many civic leaders, attended the last rites for 
Father Furdek. 


Father Stephen Furdek, worthy son of the land of the 
majestic Tatras and adopted son of the land of the free 
and the home of the brave, fought the good fight, finished 
the course, and kept the faith. He shall live in the hearts 
of the Slovaks forever. Guided by his noble spirit they are 
determined to carry on the good fight “Za Boha a narod” 
until the end of time. 
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REMARKS OF HON. ALVIN M. BENTLEY 


(Before the Thirty-Fourth Congress of the Slovak League 
of America in Washington, May 23, 1955) 


I am, of course, happy to be here with Mrs. Bentley 
this evening with so many of our good Slovak friends from 
Michigan and elsewhere throughout the country. I remem- 
ber two years ago when I had inserted in the Congres- 
sional Record an article from the Council of Free Czecho- 
slovakia and how many letters of protest I received from 
your members throughout the country. I was, frankly, 
at that time quite amazed to learn how widespread was 
your organization. For many reasons, of course, I am 
happy that my subsequent actions have only evoked com- 
mendation from you. 

In my talks with your members, both in Michigan and 
here in Washington, I have come to realize that one of 
your greatest difficulties lies with the Free Europe Com- 
mittee and, specifically with Radio Free Europe and its 
apparent tendency to subordinate Slovak matters to Czech 
or, rather, to “Czecho-Slovak” matters. 

Now I have had occasion in the past to deal with 
Radio Free Europe and with its director, Mr. Whitney 
Shepardson. I have broadcast over their facilities, both 
here in the United States and in Germany. Concerning 
the work they are doing in their broadcasts to Poland, 
Hungary and many of the other satellites, I think there 
can be little or no criticism. From my own experiences 
behind the Iron Curtain and from my contacts since I left 
there, I should say that Radio Free Europe has as great, 
if not greater, audience than any other media of propa- 
ganda used by the free world. So, on the whole, we must 
admit the RFE is performing a useful and valuable task. 
Only in this matter of Czech and Slovak programs have 
we run into a problem. 

About two months ago, I wrote Mr. Shepardson, ex- 
pressing my concern in this matter and asking him for a 
public statement of policy in this respect. I have here the 
text of his reply, dated April 19, and I think it is import- 
ant enough to read to you at this time: 
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Dear Congressman Bentley: 


You ask in your letter of March 25 for a public state- 
ment of this Committee’s policy with respect to the Slo- 
vak question. I am glad to note that what you have in 
mind, specifically, is that we arrive at as nearly an equal 
balance as possible of Czech and Slovak persons on our 
staff — and I presume, of air time on Radio Free Europe. 
I say this because at bottom the Slovak question concerns 
the future political status of the people of Slovakia. This 
is, of course, something which lies wholly outside the com- 
petence of the Free Europe Committee. We are not a 
foreign office, we are a political warfare organization. We 
try to follow United States policy, we do not undertake to 
make it. 


United States policy, we are informed, favors the 
eventual restoration of a truly democratic Republic of 
Czechoslovakia; it does not favor the establishment of a 
Republic of Slovakia. (As I will point out later, I think 
Mr. Shepardson is mistaken in this belief). Radio Free 
Europe is not obliged to reiterate this fact in its broad- 
casts to Czechs and Slovaks, and indeed it does not do so; 
It refrains from discussing it. This means also that it re- 
frains and indeed it should refrain, in view of U. S. policy 
— from promoting Slovak separatism over its facilities. 


As to Czech and Slovak personnel and air time, by 
equal I take it you mean equitable, since, according to sta- 
tistics as of February 1955 published by the Prague re- 
gime, the proportion of Slovaks to Czechs in Czechoslo- 
vakia was 34 percent. 2,990,000 Slovaks and 8,870,000 
Czechs. As to Radio Free Europe air time, the Slovak pro- 
portion is 67 percent of the Czech (40 percent of the total 
of 11314 hours a week). Here is a breakdown of our em- 
ployment records: 


nL EEE SURES 


Ratio of 
Slovaks 
Czech Slovak To Czechs 


EEE 


RFE New York 
1. Employees full time 18 6 33% 
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2. Freelance employed in 1954 51 31 60% 
Total 69 37 44% 

RFE Munich 
1.Employees at radio desk 72 26 36% 
Employees Production Dept. 30 13 40% 
Broadcasting total 102 39 39% 
2. Freelance employed in 1954 98 26 26% 
Munich, non-broadcasting 36 6 16% 


The total broadcasting staff includes 120 Czechs and 
45 Slovaks, the latter in the ratio of 38 percent. The free- 
lance record for 1954 is 149 Czechs and 57 Slovaks, the 
Slovak ratio being again 38 percent. In non-broadcasting 
(common labor, etc.) the Slovak proportion is 16 percent 
and is probably a fair reflection of the escapee situation 
in Germany. 

Statistics by themselves never tell the whole story, 
and something must be added to these figures: 

The function of the Free Europe Committee is not to 
concern itself with future political and territorial arrange- 
ments in Europe. Its function is to carry on the present 
fight against Communism, especially behind the Iron Cur- 
tain. To carry on that fight successfully, it must have the 
good will of the peoples it addresses: Therefore, it seeks 
to win the approval of the people of Slovakia. To this end, 
it invites into the service Slovak escapees of talent who, 
speaking in their own name (not in the name of the U. S. 
Government or of the American people), inform their cap- 
tive fellow-countrymen of what is going on in the free 
world, report evidences of American (particularly Slovak- 
American) concern for their fate, support them in their 
struggle against the Communist oppressors, instill in them 
the hope of eventually regaining their freedom, and sus- 
tain their deep spirit of non-cooperation with the Com- 
munist regime. 

How do our Slovak co-workers contribute to our com- 
mon purposes? They listen to the Comunist radio day and 
night. They read the Communist press. They interview Slo- 
vak escapees. They watch events in Soviet Russia and 
neighboring countries and estimate the impact of those 
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events upon Slovakia. They seek to learn and respond to 
what is in the mind of the Slovak listeners this very day. 
They ask themselves: What is the particular form of op- 
pression the Slovaks are at this moment undergoing? 
What is their present hope or fear? What is happening 
to the wife and children, the church, the living standard, 
the spiritual and cultural life of the Slovak peasant and 
worker? How weak or strong are the regime and the party 
at this time? 


For these reasons, our Slovak staff must be chosen 
for its intimate knowledge of present-day Slovakia and for 
its professional competence, not its party allegiance. It 
must be made up, so far as possible, of recent or fairly 
recent escapees, men and women, who have had ex- 
perience with life under Communism in Slovakia; but they 
must at the same time be editors, writers, actors, radio pro- 
ducers and other professionals experienced in our work. 


Our staff possesses this competence and this experi- 
ence. And they are patriots, not partisans. The cause of 
the people, not the cause of this or that faction is what 
they work for. You are aware that they have been both 
criticized and defended right inside Slovak separatist cir- 
cles. Some are Protestant, some are Catholic. Some are Cze- 
choslovak federalists, some even separatists. We honor 
them all for their belief that they must get on with the 
fight against Communism and wait to cross the separatist 
bridge, or federalist bridge, until they come to it, which is 
to say, until the time when the Slovak people will be free 
to speak for themselves. 


I am sure that we have your sympathetic understand- 
ing. I am happy to think that you will interpret our posi- 
tion to the American Slovak League as you have inter- 
preted theirs to us, and I send our respectful regards to 
you. 

Yours sincerely, 
(s) WHITNEY S. SHEPARDSON. 


There you have the official statement of policy of the 
Free Europe Committee on the whole Slovak question. 
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Now I know that many, if not all of you, would have much 
fault to find with this letter. Only ten days ago I received 
a ten-page letter from Phil Hrobak after I had sent him a 
copy of the Shepardson letter. But let me go back and re- 
fer to the one great mistake which I think Mr. Shepardson 
makes when he speaks of the policy of our government re- 
garding the Slovak question and when he says: “United 
States policy, we are informed, favors the eventual resto- 
ration of a truly democratic Republic of Czechoslovakia; 
it does not favor the establishment of a Republic of Slo- 
vakia.”’ 

On April 25, I wrote the Secretary of State and di- 
rected his attention to that sentence. I went on to say: 
“Although I am aware that this government never entered 
into diplomatic relations with the war-time government of 
the Republic of Slovakia but, on the contrary, has main- 
tained such recognition with the Republic of Czecho- 
slovakia ever since its inception, I nevertheless pre- 
sume to request a statement of the Department’s 
thinking in regard to this important matter. I 
have always been under the firm impression that this gov- 
ernment properly considered the political status of the en- 
slaved countries, following their liberation, to be one for 
the peoples of those countries to determine for themselves 
That is to say, that such status would be resolved by 
means of independent self-determination consistent with a 
proper regard for the rights and privileges of their neigh- 
bors and founded upon the ideas of justice and freedom 
for all. 


“T, therefore, hesitate to believe that this government 
has committed itself to a continuation of the Republic of 
Czechoslovakia at such a time as the liberation of that 
country may take place. I would rather believe that the 
Department has not committed itself in the future to either 
the idea of Czechoslovakia or of independent Slovakia but 
that it would make its own decision and base its own sup- 
port on whatever form of government or governments the 
people of that area should freely choose at the time they 
may be able to enjoy such freedom of choice.” 
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The reply from the Department of State dated May 2 
sets forth the official position of our government in this 
respect and I presume you will be interested in hearing 
this also: 

“In dealing with Central and Hastern European states, 
their territorial organization, and their national composi- 
tion, the policy of the department has been predicated on 
the belief that support for the principle of self-determina- 
tion makes it incumbent on us to await a conclusive ma- 
nifestation of the will of the people of those states under 
free conditions, and to consider fully the consequences of 
any action in favor of a new state from the standpoint of 
the stability, security and economic viability of Central and 
Eastern Europe generally. The focus of this policy is on 
the creation of conditions under which the peoples of Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe will be able freely to determine 
their own governmental and economic institutions, as well 
as their relationships with each other and with the other 
peoples of Europe. 

“With respect to the question of the future territorial 
organization of Czechoslovakia, it is the view of the de- 
partment that the Czech and Slovak peoples should them- 
selves determine under free conditions whether they will 
continue to live together in a common Czechoslovak State. 


“The Czechs and Slovaks have been united in one 
state since 1918, except for the period of World War II 
when the Czechoslovak Republic was dismembered through 
Nazi aggression. Advocates of a separate Slovak State 
seek to have this government take action which may be 
construed as an indication that the United States Govern- 
ment has changed its attitude toward the territorial State 
of Czechoslovakia, apart from its attitude toward the 
present Communist regime, and has come to favor the 
break-up of that state and the creation of a separate Slo- 
vak State. 


“The department believes, however, that a departure 
along this line from continuing to deal with the historical 
concept of a united Czechoslovakia until the Czechs and 
Slovaks themselves may otherwise determine of their own 
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free choice would have fateful consequences in Eastern 
Europe, consequences which would exist long after that 
area wins independence of Soviet domination. These con- 
sequences would involve such matters as the eventual po- 
litical organization of all of Eastern Europe, the status 
of each of the many ethnic groups in that area, the rela- 
tions of each such group to the United States and to Ger- 
many, Russia and other European powers, and safeguards 
against the territorial, political and economic fragmenta- 
tion of Eastern Europe and even of Slovakia itself, since it 
includes national minorities.” 

So there you have the official views of the Free Hu- 
rope Committee and of the Department of State as regards 
the Slovak question. It may seem to some of you that all 
I have been doing this evening has been to read letters in- 
stead of giving a speech, but I believed that it was more 
important for you to know these officia! viewpoints than 
to hear anything which I might have to say. 

You, of course, have noticed the outstanding discre- 
pancy between these two viewpoints — a discrepancy 
which I intend to see is reconciled at the earliest possible 
moment. Mr. Shepardson declared that our governmental 
policy favors the restoration of the Republic of Czecho- 
slovakia and not an independent Republic of Slovakia. 
However, the State Department, on the other hand, takes 
what appears to me to be the correct position and that 
is that this is a matter for the Czech and Slovak peoples 
themselves to determine following the liberation of their 
homeland. 

I think that is a noteworthy admission on the part 
of the State Department and I think it is something we 
all should bear in mind. I know how all of you long for 
the day when Slovakia will again be free and independent 
and I sympathize with your viewpoint in that respect. But 
there is one all-important task before us at the moment 
and that is to work together in every possible way for the 
liberation of the enslaved peoples from the grip of Com- 
munist tyranny. No purpose, no aim, however important, 
should be allowed to take precedence over this task. So I 
say to you that you do well indeed to keep up the fight for 
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an independent Slovakia but do not forget that Slovakia 
must be free before she can be independent. The achieve- 
ment of freedom from the Communists is something to 
which we must devote our all. 

Developments are taking place today in Europe which 
are most important in the matter of considering libera- 
tion. For the first time since the war, the Iron Curtain is 
being pushed eastwards with the signing of the Austrian 
peace treaty and the withdrawal of the Soviet troops from 
Eastern Austria. According to the terms of the treaty, 
they are supposed to withdraw from Hungary and Ru- 
mania, Now not only Hungary but also Slovakia will have 
a common border with freedom. Now your fellow-country- 
men in Bratislava can look across the Danube into free 
Austria. Think what a tremendous attraction that will be 
for them and think how it will add to the difficulties of the 
Czech Communist regime in trying to retain its totalita- 
rian control. I do believe the liberation of Eastern Aus- 
tria will have far-reaching consequences for many other 
enslaved peoples in that part of Europe. 

And I do believe that this happy development has 
come about because of the internal difficulties faced by the 
Soviet Union as well as a result of the external pressures 
engendered upon her by the free world of which this 
country is the leader. I trust that these pressures will now 
be intensified on the Soviet Union and I certainly intend to 
do my small part in seeing that the heat remains on. 

Take the work of the Select Committee on Communist 
Aggression, the former Kersten Committee, on which I 
had the honor to serve during the 83rd Congress, and 
which did so much to reveal to the free world the story of 
Communist enslavement and brutality, in Slovakia and 
elsewhere behind the Iron Curtain. This committee may or 
may not be reactivated — I do not know. But every for- 
mer member of the committee who is still in Congress — 
four Democrats and two Republicans — has introduced an 
identical resolution which would call on the Secretary of 
State to have introduced in the United Nations a resolu- 
tion declaring the Soviet Union to be an international ag- 
gressor because of her takeover and occupation of Slova- 
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kia, the Baltic States and others of the satellites. Two 
weeks ago, this resolution was overwhelmingly adopted 
and approved by the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
of which I am also a member, and we hope soon to have a 
rule to bring it to the floor of the House for consideration 
and action. This is the type of pressure used against the 
Soviet Union in the past and which is now paying divi- 
dends — this is the type of pressure which I want to see 
continued in the future. 

Some people, I know, have expressed misgivings re- 
garding the forthcoming meeting “at the summit” between 
the leaders of the Big Four. With the unhappy memories 
of Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam in mind, there are those 
who have wondered if this would be another such meet- 
ing whereby the United States might agree to further 
concessions which would further abandon the enslaved 
people to their fate. I personally think there will be little, 
if any, value to a Big Four meeting and that is why I 
have consistently opposed it. But, if it does take place, I 
give you the pledge of this government, of this adminis- 
tration, that there will be no sell-out of the captive peoples 
such as took place at similar meetings in the past. Listen 
to this letter which I received from the State Department 
last December: 

‘During the past two years this government has is- 
sued, or subscribed to, a number of public statements in- 
dicating that it is not reconciled to the present fate of the 
captive peoples of Eastern Europe; that it will not be a 
party to any arrangement or treaty confirming or pro- 
longing their subjection to Soviet despotism; and that it 
seeks by peaceful means conditions permitting these en- 
slaved national groups to recover genuine freedom and in- 
dependence. 

“Recently in a speech reviewing United States foreign 
policy before the Thirty-Third Annual 4-H Club Congress 
in Chicago, the Secretary spoke of our efforts in the 
realistic pursuit of peace and at the same time of our ac- 
tion in many ways to sustain the hope of freedom among 
the captive peoples. As of particular relevance in this con- 
nection, he stated that ‘The scope of conferences with the 
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Soviet government is necessarily limited by our attitude 
toward the captive peoples, for the Soviets know that we 
will not make any deal which would condone and perpetu- 
ate the captivity of men and nations.’ The principles enun- 
ciated in this speech show that our objective remains un- 
changed, namely to work in all peaceful ways for the cre- 
ation of a Europe in which the captive peoples will again 
enjoy governments as well as social and economic institu- 
tions of their own free choice.” 

In regard to the Slovak League of America itself and 
the value of the work you are doing, I can do no better 
than to let you know what the Communists think about 
you. We on the Kersten Committee found that the louder 
the Communists screamed about us the more effective was 
our work, the more we were hurting them. Now last April 
19 the Czech Communist foreign office in Prague deliv- 
ered a note to our embassy there, a note of protest regard- 
ing many things. I inserted the text of this note in the 
Congressional Record on May 10 and I want to read you a 
few paragraphs from this Communist document to close 
my remarks this evening: 

“The report of the Kersten Committee extols the so- 
called Slovak State, covers up the crimes of the occupants 
and their henchmen and stresses their merits in their fight 
against the Soviet Union and Communism. The anti-fas- 
cist resistance of the Czechoslovak people is disparaged 
in the report, the Slovak national uprising is described as 
an improvised rebellion of subversive elements, and the 
liberation of Czechoslovakia by the heroic Soviet army is 
described with bitter sorrow at the defeat of Hitlerite oc- 
cupants, 

“The Kersten Committee reports are a gross provoca- 
tion not only against all Czech and Slovak patriots, but 
also against all honest and democratic Americans who, to- 
gether with the peoples of the Soviet Union, Czechoslova- 
kia, and other Democratic countries, sacrificed their lives 
in the fight against their common fascist enemy. 

“At the present time, reports, both in the American 
and the world press, daily give the reader a picture of how 
American justice and various congressional investigating 
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committees fabricate anti-Communist testimony. As to the 
investigation of the so-called Kersten Committee and its 
report on Czechoslovakia, however, it is worthy of note that 
the principal witnesses and experts named and quoted by 
the report are primarily notorious fascists and collabora- 
tors from the time of World War II. 

“Thus, for instance, the section dealing with the anti- 
fascist struggle of the Slovak people is based on the testi- 
mony of the former Charge D’Affaires of the so-called 
Slovak State in Madrid, Jozef Mikus, to whom the report 
gives his full title, obviously in order to eliminate any doubts 
as to his qualifications or loyalty. The official circles of 
the United States of America base their hostile activities 
against Czechoslovakia on the most reactionary fascist 
emigre groups. 

“The present Government of the United States quite 
openly gives support to and encourages those elements, 
who, as early as the period before World War II, sided 
with Hitler in the breaking up of the unity and territorial 
integrity of the Czechoslovak Republic, who gave convinc- 
ing proof of their political convictions by their servility 
to the fascist occupants and who, speculating on a new 
World War and a new occupation of Czechoslovakia, have 
now placed themselves fully at the disposal of aggressive 
groups in the United Sates of America. 

“Similarly, the United States occupation authorities in 
Western Germany, in the organization of plots against 
Czechoslovakia, cooperate closely with the traitors of the 
people, with convicted war criminals. Thus, under the pro- 
tection of the United States occupation authorities, the for- 
mer minister of the so-called Slovak State in Berlin, Ma- 
tus Cernak, together with a number of other traitors who 
escaped from Czechoslovakia and other Eastern European 
States, continue in their treacherous activities under a new 
master but along the same fascist line.” 

So there you have it. You can readily perceive that the 
work of our own Kersten Committee, the work done by 
your own organization and its leaders, must be effective, 
must be hurting the communists to judge by their pained 
outcries. You know, for a great many years we were the 
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ones who were writing all the notes and doing all the pro- 
testing and that’s as far as it ever got. Our notes were 
snubbed and our protests were ignored. That passive atti- 
tude on the part of our government at that time was one 
reason I resigned from the State Department in disgust 
five years ago. But how times have changed since then! 
Isn’t it with a feeling of pleasure and relief that we wit- 
ness the other side writing notes and protests for a 
change? Isn’t it great to know that the initiative in this 
cold war is really passing into our hands? 

It is always a pleasure to meet with members of your 
organization and it has been a great privilege for Mrs. 
Bentley and me to be here this evening. Keep up the 
good work. 


Thank you very much. 
e e e 


MEMORANDUM 


To the President and the Congress of the United States, 
Adopted by the Delegates to the Thirty-Fourth Con- 
gress of the Slovak League of America, May 23-24, 
1955, Washington, D. C. 


We, the delegates to the Thirty-Fourth Congress of 
the Slovak League of America, assembled in Washing- 
ton, D. C., May 23-24, 1955 — send most cordial greetings 
to President Dwight D. Eisenhower and the members of 
the Congress of the United States of America, and do 
solemnly and unanimously resolve that: 

1. We rededicate ourselves to the preservation of the 
principles upon which our Country was founded under 
God, the American Way of Life, which has made our 
America the envy of the world, and declare that the wel- 
fare and the security of the United States of America 
shall continue to be our primary interest. 

2. We subscribe wholeheartedly to the expressed prin- 
ciple of self-determination — the. fundamental principle 
of American policy in Europe since the administration of 
President Woodrow Wilson, which declares that all na- 
tions have the: right to determine for themselves the state 
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or form of political organization under which they wish 
to live 

This principle, not applied practically in the past with 
respect to the Slovak nation, must apply without any re- 
servation even to the Slovak nation from which we are de- 
scended. 

We fully endorse the principle that the Government of 
the United States of America shall refuse to recognize any 
government and any state or form of political organization 
which has been imposed upon any nation by the force of an 
alien power and we respectfully request that this policy be 
followed even in the case of the Slovak nation, which is ty- 
rannized by the Czecho-Communist regime of Prague in 
flagrant violation of the fundamental principle of the 
Charter of the United Nations and in utter contempt for 
the fundamental principle of the American foreign policy 
of self-determination. , 


3. As Americans and Christians, we condemn all 
forms of tyranny, every form of totalitarianism which has 
no regard for the rights and liberties of the individual 
and is determined to make individuals slaves of a poli- 
tical state. 

We recognize godless, materialistic Communism as a 
conspiracy against free humanity, as a political and eco- 
nomic system which threatens mankind with utter en- 
slavement. Therefore, we cannot subscribe to the policy 
that doing business with the Soviet Union and other Com- 
munist governments is in the best interests of the welfare 
and security of the United States of America and the rest 
of the free world. We have fought the plague of Commun- 
ism openly and resolutely in the past and today are de- 
termined more than ever to persevere in the fight against 
it until it is completely eradicated from the face of the 
earth. 

We shall not be deceived by the “peaceful co-exist- 
ence” propagated by the Soviet Union. Peaceful co-exist- 
ence with the USSR, the Communist world, is strictly a 
myth and a hoax. To give it credence would be folly. To the 
godless materialists of the Kremlin peaceful co-existence 
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means full collaboration with the USSR. And collabora- 
tion with the USSR means, in the end, a brutal suppres- 
sion of all freedoms and liberties and utter enslavement. 
Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, Hungary, China, and other coun- 
tries are proof of that. 


4. We heartily commend all efforts of the Adminis- 
tration and the Congress of the United States and of the 
agencies of our Government to ferret out, unmask and 
prosecute all subversive elements, specifically all Com- 
munists and pro-Communists, who propagate class hatreds, 
economic strife, chaos and anarchy, and promote the inter- 
ests of the USSR which is determined to destroy us. 


We appreciate especially the work of the House Com- 
mittee on Communist Aggression of the 83rd Congress, 
under the chairmanship of the Hon. Charles J. Kersten 
of Milwaukee, Wis. The Committee had a very difficult 
task to perform, but did it admirably well. We believe it 
was the first time that a real, honest effort was made by 
a congressional committee to become acquainted with the 
background of the many peoples behind the Iron Curtain, 
the nations who always were and still are our friends, the 
peoples who with all their hearts want to be our friends, 
because to them America has always been a living symbol 
of freedom and independence, and today is just about their 
last hope of liberation from Communist tyranny. 


5. We approve of the idea of a United Nations to pro- 
mote peace and prosperity in all countries as far as is hu- 
manly possible. Ten years after the establishment of the 
U. N., however, we note with regret that it has not been 
very effective in doing the work it set out to do. As pre. 
sently constituted the U. N. is not an organization of na- 
tions united in the common purpose, so nobly expressed in 
its charter, but an organization of governments, several 
of which definitely are not representative of the political 
will and national interests of the nations they presume to 
represent, but are dedicated to the enslavement of those 
very nations and, furthermore, to the destruction of the 


free political systems of the world, including our own 
American Way of Life. 
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The sad experiences with the United Nations during 
the past ten years have convinced us that the Soviet 
Union definitely is not interested in promoting the noble 
aims and purposes of the U. N. Moscow apparently ac- 
cepted the U. N. only to mask and facilitate its program 
of world domination; the Soviet Union is in fact promot- 
ing world revolution from within the General Assembly 
and the Security Council of the United Nations. 


As we see it, there is something monstrous about the 
idea of associating in a pretended peace organization with 
the godless mass murderers of the Kremlin, who have 
enslaved one-third of the human race and vowed to bring 
us all under their yoke. 

We, therefore, respectfully request the President and 
the Congress of the United States not only to oppose the 
entrance of Red China to the United Nations, but also to 
demand the expulsion of all nations and governments 
espousing the godless philosophy of Marxistic material- 
ism, So that the United Nations, rid of all tyrants and quis- 
lings of tyrants, might function effectively as an assemb- 
ly of free men. Provisions for such expulsions, if already 
not included in the Charter of the U. N., should be made 
to that effect, and one of these provisions definitely should 
make it cause for expulsion if any member of the U. N., 
gives any aid and succor to any nation or government 
which is judged guilty of aggression by the U. N. 

6. We stand opposed to the Genocide Convention as 
presently written, because we feel that it is dangerous 
in the extreme to our Constitutional freedoms and fails in 
its primary purpose — the outlawing of mass extermina- 
tion of peoples by governments — and because it will 
not apply to genocide as practiced by the USSR and in 
countries captured by it. Genocide should be outlawed by 
all nations. But genocide should be properly defined to in- 
clude government approval, for then and only then is it 
genocide. Furthermore, the Genocide Convention should 
include ‘‘political groups” as well as national, ethnical, ra- 
cial, or religious groups, and it should not be used as a 
vehicle for domestic legislation, 


26 SLOVAKIA 


7. Because we fear that the adoption of the Interna- 
tional Covenant on Human Rights — as proposed by the 
United Nations Commission — would destroy our basic Con- 
stitutional concept of inalienable God-given liberty, we do not 
recommend its adoption as a treaty by the United States. 

8. Once again we respectfully request the President 
and the Congress of the United States to re-examine the 
question on the destruction of the Slovak Republic in 1945, 
because we are certain that the political will of the Slovak 
nation was violated. We also request the President and the 
Congress of the United States to instruct our delegate to 
the United Nations to ask for an investigation by the U. 
N. of the destruction of the Slovak State, the independence 
of which was proclaimed by duly elected representatives 
of the Slovak people on March 14, 1939, that is, approxim- 
ately six months before the start of World War II. 

We further petition the President and the Congress 
of the United States to voice a strong protest against the 
violation of human rights in Slovakia, the brutal persecu- 
tion of Slovak religious, cultural and politcal leaders by 
the Czecho-Communist regime of Prague. 

9. We deeply resent the fact that even the present Ad- 
ministration of the United States Government is inclined 
to recognize and favor former Czech and Slovak politi- 
cians who are in a large measure responsible for the pres- 
ent terrible plight of the Czech and Slovak nations. We re- 
fer particularly to the followers of Dr. Edward Bene’ who 
promoted pro-Soviet and anti-Slovak policy — the Czech 
and Slovak Socialists and radical left-wingers who colla- 
borated with Moscow and the Communists until 1948 as 
members of the Communist-dominated National Front Gov- 
ernment of Czecho-Slovakia of the Benes-Gottwald coalition. 

The Czechs and their Slovak hirelings organized in 
various so-called “Czechoslovak” organizations — no mat- 
ter what their political plumage — never did and never 
will represent the political will of the Slovak nation, even 
if they continue to presume to do so. One such organiza- 
tion, the “Council of Free Czechoslovakia,” allegedly re- 
garded as a semi-official provisional government-in-exile 
by our State Department, boasts that it is an organization 


SLOVAKIA 27 


of “anti-Communist, democratic” exiles from Czecho-Slo- 
vakia, but, in fact, is an organization controlled by Czech 
Socialists who were prominent members of the Communist- 
dominated National Front Government of Dr. Benes, 
which collaborated closely with Moscow and outlawed all 
anti-Socialistic and anti-Communistic elements in Czecho- 
Slovakia after the war ended in 1945, when it came to power 
with the blessing of Stalin and the force of the Red armies, 

We, therefore, respectfully request the President and 
the Congress of the United States to recognize the mem- 
bers of this Council for what they really were in their 
homeland — as promoters of Socialism and the pro-Soviet 
policy of the Czech Socialists and Communists — and deal 
with them accordingly. 

We also respectfully request the President and Con- 
gress of the United States to re-examine the so-called 
“Czechoslovak” policy of our Government, which is still 
based on the information supplied by Dr. Edward Benes 
and other Czech Socialists and radical leftwingers. This 
information, naturally, glorifies and favors the Czech 
“progressives” who promoted Socialism and pro-Soviet po- 
licy, and maliciously smears and vilifies genuine political, 
cultural and religious leaders of the Slovak nation who 
fought Socialism and Communism all their lives. It is em- 
barrassing to us, as it should also be to the present Ad- 
ministration and Congress of the United States, that such 
people are employed by various agencies of government, 
like the USIA (Voice of America), CIA, Library of Con- 
gress, and others, as well as by so-called “privately-spon- 
sored” organizations, like the Free Europe Committee 
(Radio Free Europe). The BeneS Czechs have embar- 
rassed and compromised the prestige of the United States 
entirely too long and, therefore, should not be relied upon 
any longer. We respectfully request the President and 
Congress of the United States to give this matter their 
serious attention, because it does affect the security of 
our country. 

10. Since the Slovaks are not and do not wish to be 
Czechs, and the Czechs are not and do not want to be Slo- 
vaks, we believe that it is only just and proper in the in- 
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terests of all concerned that this ethnic distinction be ob- 
served when any so-called “Czechoslovak” problem is con- 
sidered. 

The Slovak League of America, together with the or- 
ganizations affiliated with it, petition the President and 
the Congress of the United States not to abandon the prin- 
ciple of nationality, the ethnic principle, with respect to 
the Slovak nation, because it still is the most effective 
weapon against Communism. We urge the liberation of 
the Slovak nation along with other nations behind the Iron 
Curtain, including the Czech nation. We recommend moral 
and financial aid to the fighters for Czech liberation, free- 
dom and independence, but we certainly cannot recom- 
mend less for the genuine representatives of the nation we 
are descended from. We protested when the fundamental 
rights of other nations were threatened or violated and 
we certainly cannot be expected to do less when the rights 
of the Slovak nation are violated and its national exist- 
ence is threatened. 

As Americans who believe in inherent, God-given 
rights of nations, we believe those same rights of the 
Slovak nation must be recognized and respected not only 
by the United States and other democratic countries, but 
even by the Czech nation as well. As Christians and fol- 
lowers of the American Way of Life, dedicated to human 
liberty and the dignity of the human person which are the 
cornerstones of democracy, we resolutely oppose the dom- 
ination and exploitation of one nation by another nation or 
political state. We seek no special benefits or grants for 
the nation we are descended from, but only plead for the 
recognition of and respect for its inherent and funda- 
mental rights, because the Slovak nation cannot voice it- 
self freely today. 

Approved and adopted this 23rd day of May, 1955, 
with the unanimous consent of all the delegates to the 
Thirty-Fourth Congress of the Slovak League of America, 
in the City of Washington, D. C. 


PHILIP A. HROBAK, President. 
DR. FRANCIS HRUSOVSKY, Secretary 
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THE MURDER OF MATUS CERNAK 
Fr. Janik-Horak 


(This article results from the contents of the corresponding 
article in Czech, which appeared in “BOHEMIA” (July 22, 1955), pub- 
lished monthly in Munich, Germany, by the Czech Democratic Feder- 
alists. The author, its editor-in-chief, is quite outspoken about the 
ruinous pro-Soviet and anti-Slovak policy of Dr. Edward Benes and 
his socialistic political entourage which brought Moscow to Czecho- 
Slovakia and the heart of Europe.) 

Two months ago — when we had written that the 
Communists were making an all-out attack against our 
exiles and that this would be a brutally merciless fight — 
some of our exiles probably thought that we were using 
strong but empty words. That we meant what we wrote at 
that time has been proved by the explosion in Munich 
which mutilated Matthew Cernék (Tchernahk) beyond 
recognition. 

We do not doubt that this brutal murder is the work 
of the Prague Communists. Let us consider why they com- 
mitted it and what they expected to gain by it. 

First of all, they wanted to liquidate the dangerous 
anti-Communist, Matthew Cernak. That is the opinion of 
the police commission of experts assigned to the case, 
which ascertained that the diabolical instrument which 
killed Cernak contained one kilogram (2.2 lbs.) of a high 
explosive which is not at all obtainable in Germany. With 
the murder of Cernak, the Reds figured the rest of the 
exiles would be frightened into inaction. 

Next, the Prague Reds figured that the murder of 
Cernak in Munich would incite the German population, 
and the German authorities as well, against all exiles in 
general, and against the exiles from Czecho-Slovakia in 
particular. They almost succeeded in this, since two Ger- 
mans were killed and 21 others wounded when Cernak 
opened the bomb-package in a Munich post-office. Pre- 
mier Hégner of Bavaria broadcast a warning to all exiles, 
while the leading “foreign affairs” editor of the “Siid- 
deutsche Zeitung,’ Mr. Birnbaum, strongly urged the ces- 
sation of political activity of all exile groups. 


30 SLOVAKIA 


It is significant that Mr. Birnbaum’s editorial, together 
with a commentary supplied by Red Prague, was propagated 
the very next day by the Czech Press Bureau (CTK) and 
the entire Communist press of Czecho-Slovakia. 

We can thank the leadership of the Union of Demo- 
cratic Exiles (DEU) that the German public convinced 
that the guilty party or parties must be sought in Red Cze- 
cho-Slovakia and not among the exiles in Germany. The 
Union is made up of seven central organizations of exiles; 
the late M. Cernék was a member of its presidium, and 
Vladimir Pekelsky (owner and publisher of BOHEMIA) is 
its secretary-general. Credit must also be given to editor 
Birnbaum for allowing himself to be convinced that he was 
in error and that in the interests of impartiality he him- 
self offered to publish the lengthy article of the DHU, and 
which, in fact, he did publish. 

The shocking murder of Cernak was supposed to sil- 
ence and frighten the rest of his fellow-exiles. Hven in this 
case, however, we must state that the Communist mur- 
derers miscalculated. It is true, of course, that the mur- 
der of Cernak did strike fear in the hearts of many exiles; 
it did not, however, frighten off the warriors. And that is 
most important. Cowards always crawl away from a fight; 
they never did help fight the Reds, so we might just say: 
good riddance! 


Courageously then — Heroically Now! 


Matthew Cernaék was our closest Slovak fellow-warrior 
on the exile front in Germany. We stood on the same poli- 
tical platform against Communists and against their as- 
sistants here in exile and, therefore, even against the ruin- 
ous ideology of Dr. Edward Bene’ in the Council of Free 
Czecho-Slovakia and in RADIO FREE EUROPE. 

That is why we say that the murder of Cernak was a 
murderous attempt aimed even against us here in the 
editorial offices of BOHEMIA. The German press, seeking 
sensations, and some malicious exiles wringing their hands 
joyously where nobody might see them, are even writing 
and talking about the people in the editorial offices of 
BOHEMIA who are “dedicated to death,” because we are 
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now supposed to be-next. We are not surprised, therefore, 
that we are urged by some of our friends to be most 
careful, to temper our writing and even to quit our fight 
against the Reds, because, they say, it is in the best in- 
terests of our security that we do not incite the Commun- 
ists against us. 

In reply, we can only say that we are fully aware 
of the seriousness of the times. Fighters, however, carry 
on the fight until they either win or fall in combat; never, 
however, do, they flee from battle! Now, we fled into ex- 
ile to fight for the freedom of our nation and for the free- 
dom of all nations. For us this has never been an empty 
meaningless phrase which we might use in America to 
collect dollars for a carefree, comfortable life somewhere 
in a secure land beyond the sea. When the program of the 
Czech Democratic Federalists was proclaimed, we pledged 
to our adherents that we would loyally persevere, and that 
pledge we consider sacred even today. 

If we have written courageously up to this time, then 
from now on we shall write heroically! The explosion of 
the Munich murder of Cernak binds us to do so. We know 
that our strength and our significance and also our dan- 
ger to the Communists lies in the fact that we speak to the 
wide masses of the common people of our exile, that we are 
young and that we are not dreamers — and that we do 
have a positive, healthy, political program. 

We are familiar with the bloody and bushwhacking 
methods of the Communists. As political prisoners we 
have passed through tens of jails and investigating tor- 
ture-chambers. That is why we expect no quarters and no 
mercy from them. We also know that they undertake 
everything according to plan and, therefore, that the mur- 
der of Cernék might well be followed by a series of fur- 
ther killings, even though they might be perpetrated in a 
manner different than that of sending hellish devices. 

We warn the Reds, however, that the day shall come 
when they will know that our God of the Old Testament 
still lives! There will come a day when the exiles murdered 
by them shall lead back into the homeland an army of 
merciless avengers. That day shall come. For that day 
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we are struggling for years, and for that day we shall 
even be prepared to fall, because that shall be the day 
of a new rising of the sun over our enslaved country! 

It is necessary to note here that Cernak’s death has 
caused joy not only to the initiators and perpetrators in 
Red Prague, but even to his opponents in the Council of 
Free Czecho-Slovakia. Certainly they must realize that 
dead Cernak is much more dangerous to them than when 
he was alive. They know that Cernak’s death as a martyr 
will give Slovak patriots a new motive and added courage 
in their fight for the freedom and independence of the 
Slovak nation. 

The Munich killing of Cernak has cast light on several 
realities. It has demonstrated what section of the front 
is most dangerous to Red Prague. That section is not the 
so-called Council of Free Czecho-Slovakia, nor the ‘‘Cze- 
cho-Slovak” division of RADIO FREE EUROPE; neither is 
it the loudmouths around the dollar trough, nor the dis~- 
honest people in the social organizations who callously rob 
needy refugees. But it is certainly our section of the front. 
That is the section that is being hit from all sides and 
stands — and solidly stands — without a single dollar of 
American support; nay, it is that section which must re- 
sist not only the attacks of the Communists, but even the 
mad attacks of the ‘peoples’ democrats” in exile who are 
being financed by American dollars. 

Little wonder, then, that some morally irresponsible 
people in the interests of RFE spread among the unin- 
formed foreign journalists the shameless, false statement 
that MataS Cernaék was an employee of the “Czecho-Slo- 
vak” unit of Radio Free Europe — the same Cernak who 
stood loyally at our side on the same forefront, even when 
RFE rightfully deserved sharp criticism for the propa- 
ganda spread by the “Czecho-Slovak” unit of RFE. 

Must All Exiles Think Alike? 

The Munich murder forces us to speak openly and 
truthfully about conditions in exile. 

Our political exile is accustomed to acknowledging 
every generosity of the free world gratefully and uncritic- 
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ally. But the free world owes us much more. . . Whether 
the West gave us anything or not, we always regarded it 
as our moral duty to be sincere allies of the West; and we 
remain true to this principle. But is it only our fault that 
we are in exile, that our country is enslaved by Moscow? 
Or is it not the fault of the Yalta and Potsdam leaders of 
the free world? They negotiated with Stalin about our 
land even though they knew practically nothing about it. 
And it is likewise their fault that at that time they would 
listen only to Stalin’s agent, Dr. Edward Benes. They told 
us to like Stalin against our will, just like they are telling us 
now in exile to like Titoism, which is not a hair different 
than Stalinism. We know, too, that tomorrow they shall 
persecute every Titoist, even those who became Titoists 
at their advice. This is nothing but imbecile uniformizing 
of the views of the exile. Should any one in exile express 
a different view, his own and sane view, immediately he is 
suspected and spied upon, smeared and accused of being 
an enemy agent. They have no respect for the views of 
others. 


No Thanks to the Free Europe Committee 


Americans in the FREE EUROPE COMMITTEE al- 
ready for years are forcing upon us the political concep- 
tion of the criminal and Stalin’s agent, Dr. Edward Benes. 
What do those men know about our nation? By what right 
are they trying to force that criminal political conception 
upon us? They would probably be very much surprised if 
some foreigners, ignorant of American conditions, would 
continually try to force into the administration of their 
country Quislings, whom the American nation despises, 
and the terror of the immoral “peoples’’’ democracy. Not 
only that, but they even demand that the Czech exile sing 
praises to them daily and with hat in hand humbly kiss 
their hands. 


With the Munich murder the situation has gone so 
far that we cannot keep silent about it any longer. Our 
exile has nothing to be grateful for to the Free Europe 
Committee. Whatever it gave to the profaned politicians 
in the so-called Council of Free Czecho-Slovakia does not 
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interest the anti-Communist exile at all. And we are not 
interested if they throw out the windows of RFE millions 
of dollars of American contributors. Out of that money not 
a single cent has gone to support the anti-Communist re- 
sistance, but, conversely, those hard-earned dollars have 
been used to divide and suppress the anti-Communist re- 
sistance and for the support of pro-Communist tendencies 
and elements, if not even outright Communist agents! Red 
Prague has murdered Matthew Cernék in a manner which 
has shaken the entire free world, as witnessed by its press. 
In RADIO FREE EUROPE the entire incident was dis- 
posed of in a few simple sentences and they would prefer 
that the murder be forgotten altogether. Why? 


Propaganda of RFE is Responsible 


The “Czecho-Slovak” unit of RFE with its continual 
blabbering of primitive phrases about the lack of baloney 
in Czecho-Slovakia completely diverts the attention of the 
free world from the substance of the Communist threat 
which is inherent in the moral disintegration of the family 
and human society and never in the lack of meat. For us 
Communism is unacceptable, because it is immoral, and 
immoral even if under it every citizen would be entitled to 
10 kilograms of meat daily. This mistaken, primitive pro- 
paganda of the “Czecho-Slovak” unit of RFE will in the 
end place our exile in the eyes of the West into such a 
light that not only shall we be understood at all why we 
are against a Communist regime, but that we also shall be 
regarded as cheats, adventurers and liars, because the 
Prague regime, with the help of enterprises such as the 
olympics and others, will easily and altogether convince 
western journalists and visitors that in Czecho-Slovakia 
there exist other economic and social conditions than those 
described by RFE. It will convince them that autos ride 
normally on the streets of Prague (a certain journalistic 
primitive recently reported from Brno that the residents 
of that city have not seen any auto for six months!) ; that 
people there are normally dressed, and in many cases even 
better than in the West; that there are dances at which 
the bands play western tunes; that there are cultural en- 
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terprises, cabarets and night clubs, large commercial 
houses, etc., and that with this our nation will be disin- 
tegrated internally by the most immoral Communistic sea. 


In the interest of a more effective fight against Com- 
munism, it is high time that the anti-Communist exile pre- 
sents a unified and decisive protest against this harmful 
activity of the “Czecho-Slovak” unit of RFE, which bene- 
fits the Communists in many ways, and so that before 
the western public and our nation it keep its distance from 
this irresponsible propaganda. At the same time it is ne- 
cessary to clearly and loudly point out the actual threat 
of Communism and the program efforts of the anti-Com- 
munist part of the nation. 


Shady Acts of the National Socialists in Exile 


At the same time we must not remain silent about the 
support of the “peoples” democrats by the American Free 
Europe Committee. With this support the American FEC 
one-sidedly puts itself on record for the party of the 
Czecho-Slovak National Socialists. Now, the Committee 
will have to reconcile itself with the fact that we are go- 
ing to tell the whole world about this situation. This Com- 
mittee should also know that in its one-sided support we 
see a coarse intervention against the health of the exile, 
if it is not directly against its freedom, and a rude poli- 
tical coercion and even moral orientation of the nation in 
its homeland. If it were not for the support of the American 
FEC, today in exile there would not be even by far so 
much demoralization and moral disintegration, and there 
would not be by far so much disgust, bitterness and disap- 
pointments in the wide masses of exiles. If in Australia, 
Canada, the USA and elsewhere we are today the wit- 
nesses of how the political exile, after only several years, 
is beginning to go through the process of old settlers, 
which were friendly to emigrants, then we can thank the 
American circles which financially support and _ politically 
protect the Czecho-Slovak National Socialists for these 
anti-exile sentiments. 

Likewise we can keep silent no longer about the shady 
acts of the Czech National Socialists in exile, about their 
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prepared offensive against the Catholic Church, about 
their shameless and brazen presumption that they speak 
for the exiles and the nation, and about their immoral po- 
litical tactics, which might be called a science which best 
sells itself without regard to the interests of the nation. 
Indeed, that the alliance with the Czech National Socialists 
for those several Americans is a very ugly calling card — 
even if they use them only because the Czech National 
Socialists are, according to their views, the most reliable 
enemies of the Germans and, hence, also reliable agents 
in Germany. 

What are we to say about the threats made against 
refugees in the camps who read “BOHEMIA”? Why is it 
not allowed to sell it there? The "CESKE SLOVO” — or- 
gan of the Czech National Socialists — is sent on military 
postal numbers to Czechs and Slovaks in the U. S. Army 
together with sharply anti-German flyers of the RFE en- 
titled “DEMOCRATIC GUIDE FOR PRAGUE”? Where 
did the CESKE SLOVO get those military addresses? Who 
was it that let them have them? And how come that 
CESKE SLOVO is sent together with leaflets of RFE? 
Is this a single enterprise and to be regarded as such? 

While American authorities are assuring Dr. Konrad 
Adenauer and the west Germans of their friendship and 
alliance, members of the U. S. Army in western Germany 
and elsewhere are being sent inciting, anti-German litera- 
ture! Who is responsible for this? Why is it tolerated? 


Exiles Lick the Hand for Every Slap in the Face 


We know with what enthusiasm our article will be 
translated, embellished and sent to various places in the 
USA with the statement that we are writing against the 
Americans. So that there be no mistake about it, we re- 
peat, that for us it is not a question of what side of the 
barricades our place is. We reiterate that for the free- 
dom of the nation and humanity we shall fight on the side 
of the free world to the last drop of blood. At the same 
time we proclaim that we are no longer willing to keep 
silent if out of the exile is made a political clown, who not 
only no longer defends the interests of his own nation, but 
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when commanded even laughs and cries and humbly and 
gratefully thanks and licks the hand for every slap in the 
face. 

We repeat our call so that the democratic, anti-Com- 
munist exile unitedly and sharply distance itself from the 
irresponsible, primitive propaganda of the ‘“Czecho-Slovak”’ 
unit of RFE, which mainly serves the Communists and 
which tomorrow can mean the disintegration and ruin of 
our exile. Likewise it should keep away from the “peoples” 
democratic Council of Free Czecho-Slovakia, which is only 
an expanded party of the Czech National Socialists. 


Let us not be fooled. Every period is a period of tran- 
sition. Even the period during which some American cir- 
cles support the ‘‘peoples’’ democrats. There will come a 
day when those Americans will come to recognize the truth 
which we write today and the snakes they toyed with on 
their bosoms. 


Let us not forget that even the Communist Adolf 
Hoffmeister for two years was an official of the U. S. Of- 
fice of War Information, which he ridicules today at home 
telling how he became an official of the State Department. 
He used to be acceptable and supported in the USA. When 
he came to the USA during World War II, he was dined 
and wined by the ‘“Czecho-Slovak” countrymen, who to- 
day are wining and dining the ‘peoples’ democrats Zenkl, 
Ripka, Peroutka and company. In Chicago they solemnly 
welcomed him and even let him sound off on a Czech 
Radio hour. 


Let us, therefore, not be deceived. We must protect our 
anti-Communist exile so that it remains healthy and un- 
yielding at all costs. For this we need honest men and not 
dollar politicians. 

e e e 

Recommended Books: McCARTHY AND HIS ENE- 
MIES, by Buckley and Bozell, Henry Regnery Co., Chicago; 
AFTER HITLER STALIN? — by Robert Ingrim, Bruce Pub- 
lishing Co., Milwaukee; FALSE FREEDOM, by Edward L. 
Delaney, Sequoia University Press, Los Angeles. 
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HISTORY OR PROPAGANDA? 
P. A. HROBAK 


In 1949, the University of California Press, published 
the “third printing” of the book “CZECHOSLOVAKIA” 
(504 pages) which was edited by Robert J. Kerner, Sather 
professor of history in the University of California, The 
book was made possible, professor Kerner states in his 
preface, by “the collaboration of twenty distinguished and 
able scholars and writers’ and that, concludes Mr. Ker- 
ner, “has made it possible to present a volume which is an 
honest, unprejudiced, and frank appraisal of the important 
contribution which the Czechoslovak nation made to the 
history of our time in its two short decades of independ- 
ence between two world wars.” 

Just how honest, unprejudiced and frank that ap- 
praisal of the “important” contribution is, the reader may 
be able to gather from what follows here and arrive at the 
conclusion, stated so aptly by professor Kerner, that, in- 
deed, “few nations, if any can show such a record” or, 
possibly, go a bit farther and state categorically that, in- 
deed, no nation can show such a record! 

But how honest and unprejudiced are “distinguished 
and able scholars” who set out to do a job beyond their 
competency? Can a distinguished historian write a true 
history of CLECHO-SLOVAKIA without a thorough knowl- 
edge of the Slovaks and the land they have occupied dur- 
ing the past 1500 years? And yet that is exactly what the 
“twenty distinguished and able scholars and writers” of 
Kerner’s “Czechoslovakia” did to produce something which, 
in his opinion, was “honest, unprejudiced’’! 

Kerner’s “Czechoslovkia’ is divided into six parts, 
but the tendency in all parts is much the same: strictly 
Czech. Kerner should have named the book “Czechia,” 
then the work might be called, by a stretch of the im- 
agination, a semblance of something “honest and unpre- 
judiced.” Otherwise, informed readers know that it de- 
finitely is not, and the uninformed are cruelly deceived. 
The significance of this may be better understood when 
we glance at the remarkable selection of books in the sug- 
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gested bibliography at the end of each chapter. The list is 
remarkable not only for the books and literary works in- 
cluded, but for the books and literary works omitted. The 
impression created is that the Slovaks had no writers of 
any import and that no sources of information on their 
history are available. But that is not so. This proves that 
the “twenty distinguished and able scholars and writers,” 
who collaborated with Kerner on his “Czechoslovakia” 
were little or not at all concerned with the history of the 
Slovak people and their land. To magnify and glorify the 
history of the Czechs and minimize, practically ignore, the 
history of the Slovaks, certainly cannot be the aim of an 
honest, unprejudiced and objective writer of Czecho-Slo- 
vak history. 

Czecho-Slovakia, as presented by Kerner and his 
“twenty distinguished and able scholars and writers,’ 
does not give us a true picture of Czecho-Slovakia; it is 
not a true history of the Czechs and Slovaks and their 
lands; it is definitely more propaganda than history — in 
line with other such works which were promoted by the 
propaganda apparatus of Prague. Students of history 
should not be exposed to falsifications and distortions of 
history, such as that exemplified by Kerner’s “Czechoslo- 
vakia,” because that does not make for the truth, or for 
better relations between the Czechs and the Slovaks, or 
for a proper understanding of those nations. 

I do not want to say unequivocally that the writers 
who collaborated to produce Kerner’s “Czechoslovakia” 
were knowingly dishonest and prejudiced, but their work 
convinced me definitely that wittingly or unwittingly they 
did become Czech propagandists. The writers have an un- 
duly high regard for the character and accomplishments 
of T. G. Masaryk and BeneS and the Czechs in general, 
without an equally high regard for facts, and little or no 
regard for the Slovaks and their history. 


Most writers of Czecho-Slovak history and “Czecho- 
slovak” democracy (‘S. Harrison Thomson, Joseph S. Rou- 
éek, Herbert Adolphus Miller, Brackett Lewis, among 
them), follow the Czech line of T. G. Masaryk and Ed- 
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ward Bene’ and their governments who controlled the en- 
tire propaganda apparatus of Czecho-Slovakia. This Ma- 
saryk-BeneS line was and even now is adhered to by ex- 
change students and professors, heads of official and un- 
official information bureaus, the American Institute in 
Prague, the YMCA and YWCA of Czecho-Slovakia and 
other countries, the “Czechoslovak National Church” 
(strictly a Czech enterprise) and most other religious 
sects, and practically all “eminent” writers, scholars and 
correspondents. And today the governments of all coun- 
tries of the world still base their knowledge of Czecho- 
Slovakia and the various nations that comprise it on the 
information supplied by the state propaganda apparatus of 
T. G. Masaryk and Edward Benes. The import of this will 
undoubtedly be appreciated by students of history, and 
even historians themselves, if they remember that this 
line has been followed and propagated for at least the past 
thirty-seven years. 


Accordingly, the Czechs are a “historical” nation, 
while the Slovaks are only a “branch” of it and their lan- 
guage just a “dialect’’ of the Czech. Ridiculous attempts 
are made to trace the history of the non-existent “Czecho- 
slovak’”’ nation to the times of the Great Moravian Empire 
and Sts. Cyril and Methodius. The ‘“Czechoslovaks’” are 
supposed to be the nation of Hus, Masaryk, and Benes, 
but also the nation of Sts. Cyril and Methodius, Wences- 
laus and Ludmila. The Czechs, however, are “progressive” 
Catholics and the Slovaks “reactionary” Catholics. 


From official statistics we learn how many Poles, 
Germans, Jews, Magyars and Ukrainians there were in 
Czecho-Slovakia at any given time, but not how many 
Slovaks. That is explained away by the statement that the 
Slovaks were not considered a minority, hence, they were 
included under the category of “Czechoslovaks.” The lat- 
ter term, however, is terribly long, so the shorter “Czech” 
is used in many instances as an “abbreviation.’”’ The term 
“Slovak” could not be used, I suppose, because it has one 
more letter than ‘‘Czech’! When statistics do, however, 
mention Czechs and Slovaks separately, the figures are in- 
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variably magnified on the Czech side and minimized on the 
Slovak side. The Magyars were experts at this sort of 
“mathematics” long before Czecho-Slovakia was born. The 
tendency is too obvious. 

Many distinguished and able scholars and writers of 
the type mentioned by Kerner, can tell us exactly where 
end about when the Czechs, Poles, Russians, Slovenians, 
Croatians, Serbs, etc., first settled in their respective ter- 
ritories, but, it seems, they cannot even venture an honest 
guess when it comes to the Slovaks. I say again: the ten- 
dency is obvious. 

They tell us that the Great Moravian Empire was the 
predecessor of the Czecho-Slovak Republic, a Czech venture, 
when in fact it was not. The Slovaks, their predecesors 
that is, occupied both sides of the Morava River at that 
time (whence, the name of the empire) and, hence, formed 
the very heart of the short-lived empire, which was de- 
stroyed by the Germans with the aid of the Czechs who had 
settled in Bohemia, the land of the Boii. 

And we used to hear and read about the “Crown lands 
of Bohemia,” but now it seems to be the mode in “‘progres- 
sive” historical circles to use the expression “Czech crown 
lands.” I repeat: the tendency is only too. obvious. 

The Czechs are not and do not want to be Slovaks and, 
conversely, the Slovaks are not and do not want to be 
Czechs. The Slovaks and the Czechs did not have a common 
history, language, culture and tradition during the past 
1500 years, because they did not occupy the same territory. 
In a word, the Czechs and the Slovaks developed separ- 
ately and are, therefore, two distinct ethnic nations. The 
Slovaks never were, nor are they now, a “part” of the 
Czech nation. This simple truth, recognized by the Czechs 
and Slovaks themselves for many centuries past, should 
also be recognized by “distinguished and able scholars and 
writers” of our time. 

It is true that the Slovaks formed a common political 
State with the Czechs in 1918, but only on certain condi- 
tions, the most important of which was that they would 
be a completely autonomous unit of the Czecho-Slovak 
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federation, that is, that they would enjoy full states’ rights. 
The condition not being fulfilled, spelled the end of Czecho- 
Slovakia, Because Benes insisted that the Czechs be the 
“state-nation,” Czecho-Slovakia was doomed to perdition. 
Today the Slovaks do not want to be contained in any com- 
mon State with the Czechs or any other foreign nation. 
They can be kept so temporarily only by force. But that is 
not what the “distinguished and able scholars and writers” 
who collaborated with professor Kerner tell us in the book 
“Czechoslovakia.” 

Propaganda or history? 

Let us analyze Kerner’s “Czechoslovakia” chapter by 
chapter to prove our contentions. But let me note first that 
on page xvii, at the end of the ‘contents,’ professor Ker- 
ner tells us how to pronounce “Czech” (not “Czechoslovak,” 
mind you) letters; and on p. xxi, the poem by Edna St. 
Vincent Millay is entitled ‘“Czecho-Slovakia’ (not ‘“Cze- 
choslovakia”), which brings up the question of hyphen- 
ization of the (political state of the Slovaks and the Czechs 
which was born in 1918. The treaty by which Czecho-Slo- 
vakia came into being spelled the name with a hyphen to 
indicate that two individual ethnic entities, two distinct 
nations, had formed one political state. The hyphen was 
dropped by Masaryk and Benes and their followers. Whe- 
ther the hyphen was left in the title of the poem because 
of the author’s insistence, or prof. Kerner’s “careless” 
editing, I do not know, but it is singular that the hyphen 
should appear in a book like “Czechoslovakia” at all! 

e 


“CZECHOSLOVAKIA, Part I: BACKGROUND — 


Chapter I—“The Czechoslovaks—Anthropological Notes...” 
By AleS Hrdlitéka, M.D., Sc.D., Curator, Division of Phy- 
sical Anthropology, United States National Museum; Hux- 
ley Medal Lecturer, London (1927); member, National 
Academy of Sciences; honorary Doctor of Science (Prague, 
Brno),” etc., etc. Please note: The underscoring here and 
in the following is mine. 

“The term Czechoslovak is of recent coinage, dating from 1918, 


when the united Czechs and Slovaks proclaimed their independence 
of the Dual Monarchy and their establishment of the Czechoslovak 
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Republic, . . . The name Czech (pronounced Chekh) is derived, ac- 
cording to an old tradition, from the chieftain of the main Slav 
tribe who brought them some time during the dawn of history — 
probably in the fifth century A.D. — to the heart of the land (p. 
3) ... In fact, the history of the Czechoslovak tribes, from the dawn 
of written records to the present day, has been one of everlasting 
struggles against invaders (pp. 4-5) ... The Slovaks, who up to 
1029 formed a unit with Moravia, were then torn away by the Ma- 
gyars, isolated from the west, forced away from the best grounds 
in the warm lowlands, and eventually repressed in every way” (p. 5). 


It is evident that even Dr. Ales Hrdli¢éka, distin- 
guished anthropologist of Czech origin, seems to be a bit 
confused about when the “‘Czechslovaks” came into being. 
Whether the Ozechs are descendants of the ‘main Slav 
tribe” is open to question. The Slovaks formed a “unit” 
with Moravia up to. 1029, according to Hrdlitka, but who 
the people were who settled in Moravia is left to the 
reader. Moravia, of course, came under the influence of the 
Czechs in time, at least the western portion of it, but was 
not settled by the Czechs when the Slovaks formed a unit 
with it, for the simple reason, it seems, that the fore- 
fathers of the Slovaks settled on both sides of the river 
Morava, while the Czechs settled in the land of the Boii, 
which was a distinct geographical unit, probably about the 
size of present-day Bohemia. 

e 

CHAPTER II — “The Czechoslovaks to 1620” — by S. 
Harrison Thomson, Ph.D., B Litt. — Professor of Medie- 
val History, University of Colorado; Ph.D., Charles Uni- 
vers,ty, Prague; B.Litt., Oxford University; Editor, Ma- 
gistri Johannis Hus Tractatus Responsivus; Johannis Wy- 
clif Summa de Ente (1930);” etc., etc. 


“Led by a traveling Frankish merchant, Samo, the Slavic tribes 
freed themselves from the Avar rule, and chose Samo for their king 
(623-624) ... This early kingdom, which would appear to have 
been premature, was neither Czech nor Slovak. It would have to 
be called Western Slav, by reason of a large intermixture of Slavic 
tribes which became gradually differentiated as they settled in 
different localites ... The names of the princess LibuSe and the 
peasant Pfemysl whom she chose to be her husband are in all proba- 
bility the names of real persons. At any rate the male descendants 
of this semilegendary Premysl were to rule over Bohemia and neigh- 
boring regions until 1306... It is not certain whether the Slavic 
chieftains engaged at this time to pay tribute to the Frankish em- 
peror or not” (p. 9). 
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If Samo, the “traveling Frankish merchant,” estab- 
lished a kingdom, he necessarily must have stopped tra- 
veling somewhere, and that “somewhere” was on territory 
occupied by “Slavic” tribes, out of which later a certain 
nation, or certain nations, arose. Samo’s kingdom was not 
on the territory settled by the Czechs or other Slavonic 
peoples, but on the territory settled by the “Slavs” who 
were later called Slovaks. Fredegar’s Chronicles seem to 
indicate as much (THE SLOVAKS AND KING SAMO’S 
EMPIRE, by Dr. Henrich Bartek, SLOVAKIA, June 1954). 
The “Slavic tribes’ which became gradually differenti- 
ated as they settled in “different localities” could not be 
identical with the ‘Slavic tribes’ which remained on the 
territory of Samo’s kingdom and, later, came to be called 
the Slovaks. 

As far as the Czech “LibuSe and Premysl” are con- 

cerned, let us take the word of learned Czechs that they 

were legendary characters (“Ottiv SLOVNIK NAUCNY,” 
Vol. XV, p. 1038; Vol. XX, p. 625). We might also concede, 
without offending historical truth, that all “Slavic” chief- 
tains, including the forefathers of the Czechs, paid tribute 
to the Frankish emperor, when he was strong enough to 
exact it. Why should the ‘Slavs of Bohemia” be an ex- 
ception? It seems that professor Harrison is interested in 
building up a case for the Czechs to prove that they were 
completely independent during the time of Charlemagne 
(8th-9th century). Why? 

“Later in the century (846) Louis the German subjugated Mora. 
via, but suffered defeat when he attacked the Slavs of Bohemia. This 
attack of Louis the German was directed against the empire of the 
Moravian prince Mojmir, who had shown remarkable ability in con- 
solidating his rule south, east and west to include southern Poland, 
Silesia, Bohemia, Moravia, and the valleys of the middle Danube 
and ‘Theiss rivers as far as the northern boundaries of the Byzan- 
tine Empire... After the death of Svdtopluk (894) the Moravian 
Empire rapidly broke up into its component parts. The Czech princes 
of the Pfemyslide line gained independence for Bohemia, and the 
Magyars, new arrivals in the east, extended their power over north- 
ern Pannonia. Germans and Slavs, united for the moment, were de- 
feated by the Magyars in 907 near Bratislava (Pressburg), and the 
ruin of the Moravian state was complete” (p. 10). 

Louis subjugated Moravia, but was defeated by the 
“Slavs of Bohemia,” which means that the latter were not 
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identical with the Slavs of Moravia, who were ruled by 
Mojmir. Professor Harrison also tells us that Mojmir, the 
Moravian prince, consolidated his rule by consolidating va- 
rious \Slovanic (Slavic) tribes, including those of Bohemia. 
This Mojmir did by force. It is significant that Harrison 
does not refer to Mojmir as a “Slovak” prince, though 
he does not hesitate to say that ‘Czech” princes gained 
independence for Bohemia. He also omits to say that the 
Czechs, not the “Slavs of Bohemia,” mind you, gained 
their independence by breaking away from the Moravian 
Empire in 895, after the death of Svatopluk. The Czechs, 
then, helped to destroy the integrity of the Great Moravian 
Empire, the heart of which was in Slovak country, the 
country of the Slavs of Moravia and Pannonia. In 900 the 
Czechs, the Slavs of Bohemia, together with the Germans, 
invaded the territory of the Slovaks, the Slavs of Great 
Moravia, and after a terrific battle forced Mojmir II to 
sue for peace. 


Svatopluk’s three sons, ruling various areas of the 
Empire and constantly at each others throats, contributed 
greatly to the dissolution of Great Moravia. When the Ma- 
gyars moved into northern Pannonia, they met with little 
resistance, but professor Harrison neglects to say what 
people settled in northern Pannonia, even though history 
tells us that the forefathers of the Slovaks occupied that 
territory at the time. And where professor Harrison found 
the legend that “Germans and Slavs, united for the mo- 
ment,” tried to save the Great Moravian Empire from fall- 
ing into the hands of the Magyars in 907, he does mot say. 
As mentioned above, the Germans and the ‘Slavs of Bohe- 
mia” (the Czechs) contributed to the downfall of Great 
Moravia. It is not, I think, unreasonable to say that if the 
Germans and Slavs were really united to save the Mora- 
vian Empire from falling into the hands of the Magyars, 
the latter would hardly have taken what was left of it 
in 907. 


Careless reporting of history? Probably, but to me it 
seems to be tendencious and purposeful. Professor Harri- 
son, it seems, was doing a job for the Prague regime and 
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the Czechs. This is all the more obvious in his hook “Cze- 
choslovakia in European History” (Princeton University 
Press, 1943, 1953), for which Harrison was awarded the 
“Czechoslovak State Prize for Literature” in 1944, when 
the Czecho-Slovak State factually did not exist for five 
years. The award was made by Dr. BeneS’s government- 
in-London at the University Club in New York, December 
30, 1944. 


“Premys] Otakar I (1197-1230) was able to use circumstances 
for the benefit of his dynasty and the Czech kingdom ... He shifted 
his allegiance four times, each time gaining concessions or confir- 
mation of concessions previously granted by another claimant to 
the throne. ... But to Pfemysl must be assigned the responsibility 
for inviting the German immigration. Encouraged by the court, many 
Czech nobles had married German women; some of the best posi- 
tions of the Church in Bohemia and Moravia were occupied by Ger- 
man clerics; German minnesingers were in high favor at the royal 
court and at the courts of the richer nobles” (p, 13). 


Here professor Harrison tells us that Pfemysl Otakar 
was quite a “shifty” ruler, using circumstances for the 
benefit of his dynasty and the “Czech” kingdom, not the 
“Bohemian” kingdom, but favored German immigration, 
and “Czech” (not Bohemian) nobles married German 
women, and some of the best positions of the Church 
in Bohemia and Moravia were held by German clerics, etc. 
It is evident here that professor Harrison cannot make up 
his mind whether the Bohemians were Czechs or Germans, 
er both! It is quite clear, however, that the Slovaks, the 
Slavs of Moravia and Pannonia, did not fit into the pic- 
ture of the “Czech” kingdom at that time. 

The twenty pages of Kerner’s “Czechoslovakia” taken 
up by Harrison’s “The Czechoslovaks to 1620” use the 
word Slovak(ia) some seven times and, therefore, repu- 
diate the idea, insinuation or implication, that there were 
any “Czechoslovaks” up to 1620. Not only that, but for 
Harrison, it seems, the Slovaks — the Slavs of Moravia 
and Pannonia — simply do not exist at all after the fall 
of the Great Moravian Empire, except for the mention 
(p. 17) of “a considerable number of (Hussite) adherents 
in Slovakia,” which is quite a stretch of the imagination. 
The Hussite business was strictly Cezch; the Hussites did 
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more damage than good for the Czechs themselves, and 
absolutely no good for the Slovaks, whose lands they in- 
vaded, pillaging and burning their homes, and murdering 
their population. 

Furthermore, Harrison creates the impression that 
the Battle of White Mountain (1620) was a nationalistic 
affair, waged by the Ozechs against the Germans. That is 
the legend fabricated and propagated by some Protestant 
Czechs. The White Mountain affair, however, was defin- 
itely a religious and dynastic afafir. After Tilly, the em- 
peror’s general, defeated Frederick and the Bohemian (not 
Czech!) magnates, some 27 of the leading “rebels” were 
beheaded: one a Catholic; six were Germans. Not one, how- 
ever, was executed because of his nationality. 

Not without interest is Harrison’s mention (p. 11) that 
the Premyslide princes divided the country, in the tenth 
century, “into administrative districts (Zupy) with a royal 
representative (zupan) at the head of each district.” If 
the Czech PYremyslides actually used the terms “Zupa, 
zupan,” I wonder if professor Harrison might enlighten us 
from whom they might have acquired those words, since 
they are rarely used by the Czechs. 

e 


CHAPTER Il — “The Czechoslovaks from the Battle 
of White Mountain to the World War” — by Robert J. 
Kerner, Ph. D., LL.D., Litt.D. — Sather Professor of His- 
tory, University of California; LL.D., Omaha University; 
Litt.D., Park College; foreign member, Royal Bohemian So- 
ciety of Letters and Sciences (Prague); foreign member, 
Safarik Learned Society (Bratislava); commander, Order 
of the White Lion (Czecho-Slovakia); member, Expert 
Staff, Colonel House Inquiry and American Commission to 
Negotiate Peace (Paris); etc., etc. 


“The disastrous battle of White Mountain on November 8, 1620, 
ushered in a period of three centuries in which the Kingdom of 
Bohemia was reduced to three provinces, Bohemia, Moravia and 
Silesia, in the Habsburg Monarchy. During the first century of this 
period the nation lost three-fourths of its native nobility, its most 
eminent and wealthy citizens, its schools and noted scholars, and its 
national independence. A remarkable national renaissance took place 
in the second century. In the remainder of the period, the Czecho- 
slovak nation, after failing to bring about a reorganization of the 
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Habsburg Monarchy on a federal basis, or to secure the same rights 
as the Magyars, carried out a successful revolution and obtained 
its independence” (p. 29). 

Referring to the underscored words, I ask professor 
Kerner: 1. What nation, the Czech or Bohemian? 2. What 
“Czechoslovak” nation, when there was none? 3. What 
Magyars, or does Kerner mean Hungarians? 4. What re- 
volution by the “Czechoslovak” nation ?. 

Kerner used the title he did for this chapter deliber- 
ately, because he must have known there were no “Cze- 
choslovaks,”’ ethnically speaking, before or after the battle 
of White Mountain, to the World War, except in the minds 
of dreamers and chauvinistic, imperialistic Czechs. He 
could easily have omitted the few references to Slovaks 
and the many to “Czechoslovaks” in the 21 pages of the 
chapter and had a pretty good story on the “Czechs” from 
the Battle of White Mountain to the World War.” Practi- 
cally everything in the chapter is “Czech” — language, 
literature, nation, historians, peasants noblemen, renais- 
sance, Catholics, Protestants, opera, national anthem, Lu- 
therans, journalists — but Kerner still makes pretense at 
writing about “Czechoslovaks.” Is there any good reason 
why an honest, unprejudiced, objective historian should 
try to fool even himself? Surely, Kerner must know that 
the Czechs developed in the Austrian part, while the Slo- 
vaks developed in the Hungarian part of the Dual 
Monarchy. 

What Kerner means to imply when he says that the 
“Czechoslovak nation...... carried out a successful revo- 
lution” and obtained its independence is at least question- 
able. We know that there was not even a revolution in 
Prague. Robert Ingrim tells us: 

“All that happened was that Emperor-King Charles, seeing that 
Wilson abandoned his former program jn the hour of victory, 
dropped the federalistic idea and ordered his ministers and lieu- 
tenant-governors to surrender the administration to committees of 
the various nationalities. This explains among other things why 
Masaryk, as the first president of Czecho-Slovakia, had to decree 
which date was to be regarded as the beginning of the Czech re- 
volution. It simply had not taken place. All the successor states, 


including little Austria, needed the legal fiction of a revolution, be- 
cause as'new states they repudiated the idea of continuity and based 
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their laws upon a revolutionary origin. For the Czechs this was 
very important. When, in 1921, the Sudeten Germans complained to 
the League of Nations that they had not been allowed to take part in 
the making of the constitution of the new State, the Czecho-Slovak 
government replied that ‘the Czecho-Slovak State was the work and 
product of the revolution, made solely by the Czecho-Slovak nation,’ 
which was, therefore, ‘the only constitutional factor. Hence, ‘the 
National Revolutionary Assembly was alone authorized to set up the 
constitution’ by which Germans, Hungarians, Ruthenians, and Poles 
had been made second-class citizens” (After Hitler Stalin? p, 107). 

To complete the above picture, I might add that the 
Slovak members of the “National Revolutionary Assem- 
bly” were hand-picked by Masaryk and Bene’ and, in- 
cluded five Czechs, hence, were not truly representative of 
the political will of the Slovak nation. The constitution 
that resulted, therefore, was strictly a Czech product, just 
as was Czecho-Slovak domestic and foreign policy. 


In referring to the development that took place during 
the Reformation and Counter-Reformation in Czech and 
Slovak territories, Kerner says that “in general the same 
development took place in the Slovak counties of Hungary 
as in Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia.” If a person did not 
know better, he might be led to believe that Kerner did 
not use the expression “Czech counties” in his comparison, 
because Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia were supposedly 
solidly Czech. We know that they were not. And we know, 
too, that Bohemia was not the only country that suffered 
during the Thirty Years’ War; that war “ravaged Bohemia 
with the same fury it unleashed all over the Germa- 
nies... There was no difference and certainly no na- 
tional purpose” (Ingrim, op. cit., p. 57). 


Kerner, furthermore, writes about “Magyar” magnates 
and “Magyar” nobility, when he really means “Hungarian” 
magnates and nobility. There is a difference: the Magyars 
were not the only inhabitants of Hungary before or after 
the 17th century. The same applies to the terms “Czech” 
and “Bohemian.” Of course, we might say that the terms 
today — after the expulsion of over three million Ger- 
mans — are more or less synonymous. Let us, however, 
remember that they were not even in the recent past: 
the Czechs were not the only inhabitants of Bohemia. 
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“A new period in the history of the Czechoslovak 
nation was inaugurated” (p. 32), when Frederick the 
Great seized Silesia in 1740, Kerner states categorically 
and, farther down on the same page, that “the reforms of 
Maria Theresa and Joseph II... not only culminated in 
the completion of the evolution which transformed the 
Kingdom of Bohemia into three provinces and hence vir- 
tual amalgamation of the Austrian Hereditary Lands with 
the Lands of the Bohemian Crown into a single adminis- 
trative unit, but they threatened the Czechoslovaks with 
loss of identity as a nation by the process of Germani- 
zation in schools, government, and church.” 


Here, it is obvious that Kerner wes a bit befuddled 
and apparently forgot, in his zeal to promote the concept 
of a “Czechoslovak nation,” that the Slovaks lived in Hun- 
gary and, hence, by no stretch of the imagination, even 
in this “enlightened” and “‘progressive” era, could have had 
any connection with the “Austrian Hereditary Lands” and 
the “Lands of the Bohemian Crown.” It was the existent 
Czechs and not the non-existent ‘‘Czechoslovaks” who were 
threatened with the loss of identity as a nation by the pro- 
cess of Germanization in Austria. We can concede that the 
policy of Joseph II “of trying to denationalize” Magyars, 
Italians, Poles, and Rumanians “aroused them to activity” 
(p. 34), as it did the Czechs, Slovaks, Croats, Slovenes, 
and Serbians, but why does Kerner lump the latter na- 
tions together as “Czechoslovaks” and “Jugoslavs” when 
he knows that such did not exist either in Joseph II’s time 
or even later? The reason for this is only too obvious. 


On page 32, the “Czechoslovaks” were threatened 
“with loss of identity as a nation,’’ but three pages later, 
according to Kerner, “‘at the same time the situation of the 
Slovaks in Hungary was somewhat improved by the re- 
forms of Maria Theresa and Joseph II” (p. 35). The same 
reforms even led ‘‘to a great national revival (p. 32)... 
the Czech renaissance developed momentum step by step 
as decree after decree of Maria Theresa and Joseph II 
sought to abolish the use of the Czech language. When 
Joseph II completed the official demise of the Czech lan- 
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guage in school, government, and church in 1790, the 
Czech nation revived. So mysterious was this development 
that its exact causes have been a subject of dispute among 
the best scholars” (p. 34). Then on the following page 
(35) Kerner states: “The Church feared that it would lose 
its grip on the Czech nation if its priests spoke only Ger- 
man. These and other indications led to the establishment 
by Leopold II of a chair in the Czech language at the Uni- 
versity of Prague in 1791.” 


What, then, is this business that the reforms of Maria 
Theresa and Joseph II “threatened the Czechoslovaks with 
loss of identity as a nation”? And what is so mysterious 
about the revival of the Czech nation in 1790? Kerner cer- 
tainly must have heard about the principle of action and 
reaction! If the Magyars, and later the Czechs, had not tried 
to suppress the Slovak language and oppressed the Slo- 
vaks, they would have probably perished as a nation in 
time. Is it not obvious what happens to languages and peo- 
ples in America where freedom abounds? In America 
peoples of every color, race and creed enjoy freedom of the 
press, freedom of religion and freedom of assembly; they 
are free to build their own churches, schools, libraries, be- 
neficial organizations and publish newspapers and books 
in their respective languages. Yet, there is no doubt in my 
mind that in time non-English periodicals and books, pub- 
lished in America, will be a rarity. Certainly, this must 
be just as obvious — and not mysterious — even to pro- 
fessor Kerner. 

e 


“A Protestant school, with a chair in the Czech language and 
literature, was founded in Bratislava, and this institution counted 
among its students the future Czech historian Franti8ek Palacky 
from Moravia and the Slovaks Jan Kollar and Pavel Josef Safarik. 
The Protestant Slovaks followed closely the development of the 
Czechs, whereas the Catholic Slovaks under Antonin Bernolék tried 
to create, with indifferent success at the time, a written Slovak dia- 
lect, which was separate from but closely akin to the Czech because 
a western dialect of spoken Slovak was used. The course of poli- 
“At biaarg could not check the national revival of Czechoslovaks” 
Dp. . 


Professor Kerner does not relate the whole story, but 
only the part that suits his purpose and, hence, sins by 
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omission. The Catholic Slovaks constituted at least 75 per 
cent of the Slovak nation, while the Protestant Slovaks 
only about 12 per cent. Kollar and Safarik cultivated a 
“dead” language, a language that was used by a small part 
of the Slovak nation, the Lutherans. And the latter used 
that language — “biblical” Czech, therefore, not the “‘live”’ 
language of the vast masses of the Czech people — most- 
ly for and during religious functions, while at home they 
used Slovak. 

Anton, not Antonin (the Czech equivalent), Bernolak 
not only ‘tried’ to create a Slovak literary language, but 
actually did establish such a literary medium of Slovak 
which was used some fifty years by Slovak writers. There 
was no need for Bernolak to. create “a written Slovak dia- 
lect,” because various Slovak dialects already were exist- 
ent at that time. And Bernolak definitely did not choose 
the western dialect because it was ‘“‘closely akin” to Czech. 
Kerner, however, is quite right when he says that “the 
course of political events could not check the national re- 
vival of the Czechoslovaks,” because they were non-ex- 
istent. Those events could not check the national revival 
of either the Czechs or the Slovaks. 


“Caught between their sympathies with the Czechs and their 
fears of their Magyar overlords, Slovak patriots saw their security, 
not in coalescing at once with their Czech brethren, but in working 
to create a separate Slovak national movement by taking up once 
more the unsuccessful idea of Bernolak — that of developing a 
separate written Slovak language. Ludevit Stir, Michal HodZa, and 
Josef Hurban, fearing the reproaches of the Magyars if they con- 
tinued to use the Czech language, and hoping to attract the Slovak 
peasant masses, chose in 1845 to make a dialect spoken in the 
central Slovak counties the new literary language. The Czechs warned 
in vain against this departure from the practice of a thousand years. 
They argued that its results would only be to the benefit of the 
Germans and Magyars” (p. 38). 


This statement is not based on honest, historical re- 
search. It is a fabrication pure and simple. Slovak pa- 
triots then, even as now, fully realized that they could not 
safeguard their national existence by playing second- 
fiddle to other nations in the political concert. They did 
not fear the Magyars who sought to Magyarize them any 
more than they feared the Czechs who sought to Czechize 
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them. True Slovak patriots never let their sympathies for 
the Czechs or other oppressed nations interfere with their 
ultimate national aim: freedom and political independence 
— to become masters of their own household, of their own 
destiny. They rebelled against the Magyars and, later, 
even against the Czechs, just as the Magyars and the 
Czechs had rebelled against the Habsburgs. 

Stir, Hod%a, Hurban (Jozef, not Josef) and other 
Slovak patriots developed the literary Slovak medium 
established by Bernolék and his followers — the “live” 
language used by the vast masses of the Slovak people, 
both Catholic and also Lutheran. They wrote in Czech for 
the Czechs and in Slovak for the Slovaks. Kerner does not 
say so directly, but the implication is there that Stur, 
HodZza and Hurban did use the Czech language exclusive- 
ly in their writings. The fact is that they did not and they 
did not fear the “reproaches of the Magyars’” for using 
Czech at any time they desired to do so. As intelligent men 
they knew fully well they could not rouse their people na- 
tionally by using a language that was foreign to them, a 
language they did not consider their own. 

Why, then, the balderdash about the Czechs warning 
Slovak patriots against their departure “from the practice 
of a thousand years”? The vast majority of the Slovak na- 
tion, the Catholic Slovaks, used their own Slovak lan- 
guage in their churches, homes and in their literary works, 
but professor Kerner would have students of history — 
“Czechoslovak” history — believe that they used the Czech 
language for a “thousand years” prior to 1845. Why does 
Kerner resort to outright falsehoods and absurd fabrica- 
tions? Czech was brought into Slovakia, it is true, by 
Czech exiles during the Counter-Reformation to strengthen 
Lutheranism, but it never became the predominant liter- 
ary medium of the vast masses of the Slovak people and 
their writers. 

e 


“The Magyar large landholder, the Catholic clergyman, and the 
Jewish merchant, screened behind a blatant Magyar propaganda, 
worked to denationalize the Slovak peasant by falsifying his history 
and by asserting that his language had no relation to the Czech and 
did not belong to the languages of western Burope” (p. 44). 
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It is significant that Kerner should put the finger on 
“Catholic clergymen” — without mentioning names — and 
omit Protestant ‘progressive’ preachers and Jewish Rab- 
bis who were equally interested in “denationalizing” the 
Slovak peasant, practically always working against the 
national interests of the Slovak nation. Of course, this is 
nothing new in history. T. G. Masaryk and Benes, who 
should have learned the lesson of Austria-Hungary, de- 
nied the existence of the Slovak nation as an individual 
ethnic entity, declaring the Slovaks were only a “branch” 
of the Czech nation and their language only a “dialect” of 
the Czech. Falsifying history seems to be a specialty of 
the followers of Masaryk and Benes. And Kerner proves it! 

e t 


“Whereas Kramér became, so to speak, the symbol of the 
economic upsurge of the Czech bourgeoisie, Masaryk became the in- 
tellectual and spiritual head of the entire nation, including the Slo- 
vaks.... He (Masaryk) became a Protestant, a modern Czech Pu- 
ritan, Influenced by his reading of Czech history, he believed that 
he found its philosophy in the religious ideal of the Hussites and 
the Czech Brethren” (pp. 47-48). 


The truth, however, is that T. G. Masaryk never was 
the “intellectual and spiritual head” of the Slovaks. If the 
Czechs wish to consider Masaryk as such, they are free 
to do so. The overwhelming Catholic majority of the Slo- 
vak people could not. Has Kerner forgotten Masaryk’s bla- 
tant cries “away from Rome!’ and “Rome must be put on 
trial and condemned!” ? Czech history is not Slovak history; 
the philosophy of Slovak history does not rest on the “re- 
ligious ideal of the Hussites and the Czech Brethren.” Ca- 
tholic Czechs form the majority of the Czech nation, 
hence, we have good reason to doubt Kerner’s evaluation 
of Masaryk as far as they are concerned, because Masa- 
ryk never did represent or concern himself with their spi- 
ritual interests, in fact, put them in jeopardy. 

Masaryk, according to Kerner, “viewed the problem 
of the small oppressed nations as the political and inter- 
national phase of the social question — the exploitation 
of one nation by another, for political exploitation meant 
cheap labor to the laboring classes.” But what happened 
after Czecho-Slovakia was born and Masaryk became her 
first president? He denied states’ rights to Slovakia and 
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thought nothing of the Czechs exploiting the Slovaks and 
their national wealth! 


es 

CHAPTER IV — “The World War, Revolution and 
Peace Conference” — by Robert J. Kerner. 

“On July 4 (1915), Masaryk publicly inaugurated the revolu- 
tionary movement by a lecture on Jan Hus in Zurich, Switzerland. 
After BeneS succeeded in escaping from Austria, the Czech Foreign 
Committee issued its public manifesto for Czechoslovak independence 
in Paris on November 14, 1915. This manifesto had previously been 
agreed upon by the leaders at home and by the leaders of Czech 
and Slovak colonies in America, England, and France — a point 
on which Masaryk insisted” (p. 53). 

Who were those leaders “at home” and in the Czech 
and Slovak colonies in America, England, and France? 
The record tells us that the leaders of the Czechs and Slo- 
vaks at home knew practically nothing of Masaryk’s plans 
at that time; and the leaders of their respective colonies 
in various countries still less! 

e 

“This Committee (the Czech Foreign Committee) led to the 
creation of the Czechoslovak National Council in 1916, which under 
Masaryk, BeneS, and Stefanik gradually assumed the functions of 
government” (pg. 53-54) ... “The Czechoslovak National Council, 
which wags leading the struggle abroad, had not been disavowed by 
the nation at home” (p. 56). 

It is quite clear, then, that the Czech Committee is 
credited with the creation of the “Czechoslovak” Council, 
which Masaryk headed. But it is not in accord with fact 
that the Council “had not been disavowed by the nation at 
home.” Masaryk was the leader of the Czech Progressive 
Party, which he alone represented in the Austrian parlia- 
ment. When he left Austria, late in 1914, Masaryk went 
abroad with a program of his own. As far as is known, 
he had not consulted with Czech and Slovak leaders at 
home and had no authorization from the Czechs or the Slo- 
vaks at home to represent their political will. Of course, 
wherever Masaryk went, he did pose as a competent rep- 
resentative of the Czechs at home. 

When President Wilson, late in December 1916, re- 
quested all belligerents to state their war aims, the Allied 
reply of January 12, 1917, included the following demand: 
“Liberation of Italians, Rumanians, Slavs, and Czecho- 
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Slovaks from foreign rule.” Please note the “Slavs and 
Czecho-Slovaks” part, because that tells us just how well 
the Allies were informed on the subject. Since Slovaks and 
Czechs spoke different languages, occupied different terri- 
tories, and never in history had been united, the appela- 
tion ‘‘Czecho-Slovaks” was real new. At that time, when the 
British government was asked, in the Commons, whether 
it could indicate the territory inhabited by ‘‘Czecho-Slo- 
vaks,” the answer was “no.” 

The Czechs at home resented being mentioned as a na- 
tion under “foreign rule.’’ One of their leading papers, the 
NARODNE LISTY, had this to say about it: 


“It is amazing how indefatigably Masaryk endeavors to defile 
the honor of the CZECH nation. The enemies have learnt that the 
love of all Austrian peoples for their inherited dynasty and their 
fatherland is firm and unshakable. The enemies have realized that 
those who make contradictory statements abroad are liars and im- 
postors.” 


In November, 1916, all the Czech parties in the Aus- 
trian parliament, without a single exception, had issued a 
solemn declaration, stating that “the basis and guaranty of 
the national existence of the Czech people are the dynasty, 
called to the throne centuries ago, and the indivisibly con- 
stituted Monarchy.” In the declaration they demanded fed- 
eralization. And on December 30, 1916, all the Czech party 
leaders attended the emperor’s coronation as king of Hun- 
gary as “guests of honor.” 

After the Allied reply to Wilson became known, the 
society of Czech members of parliament sent the following 
letter (January 23, 1917) to the foreign minister of Austro- 
Hungary: 

“In view of the Allied answer to President Wilson in which the 
liberation of the Czechs figures as a war aim, we reject this in- 
sinuation which is based on entirely erroneous assumptions. We de- 
clare emphatically that the Czech people, as always in the past, is 
convinced that it can be assured of a prosperous development only 


under the Habsburg scepter and within the Habsburg Monarchy” 
(Ingrim: “After Hitler Stalin?” p. 75). 


The very same Czech members of parliament requested 
Prime Minister Clam-Martinic, a Czech, to arrange an au- 
dience with the emperor for them. Why? Because they said: 


“We want to tell His Majesty that we shall always stand by 
him and his successors; that our demands will always be compatible 
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with the interests of the Habsburg dyansty and of the realm; that 
we are loyal servants of the king and the country; that our com- 
plaints have never shaken our belief that after victory the claims 
of the Czech people will find satisfaction within the framework of 
the realm and under the Habsburg crown.” 

It is quite obvious, then, that the representatives of the 
Czech people did not want separation — independence — 
but federalization. Furthermore, Masaryk and his Council 
were hit from another quarter. At the conference of the 
Socialist International in Stockholm, June 1917, the Czech 
delegates vociferously demanded “an independent Czech 
State within a federated Austria-Hungary.” 

Is it possible that professor Kerner, an expert on 
Czecho-Slovakia, is ignorant of what was going on even in 
Czech lands while Masaryk and Benes were calling for the 
destruction of Austria? I cannot believe it and, therefore, 
say that Kerner deliberately did not tell the truth when he 
said that Masaryk’s Council “had not been disavowed by the 
nation at home.” Masaryk himself admits it in his work 
“Svétova Revoluce” (pp. 150-152; 253-254; 321). 

When Kerner writes about the organization of the 
“Czechoslovak Legions,’ the work accomplished by Masa- 
ryk and Benes in England, France, Russia and America for 
the establishment of the “Czechoslovak Republic,” he com- 
pletely ignores the effort put forth by General Milan R. 
Stefanik, the Slovak who did much in France, the U. S. A., 
Italy and Russia for the realization of the Republic. In the 
twenty pages of this chapter, Kerner mentions the name 
of this great Slovak only once, but does not tell us a single 
thing about the work he did so that Czecho-Slovakia might 
become a reality. If Masaryk himself was not loath to give 
credit to Stefanik for his accomplishments, why should Ker- 
ner be? 

Furthermore, Kerner devotes several pages to the 
“Czechoslovak” Legion in Siberia — “the army which had 
fought victoriously at Kiev, Zhitomir, and Bakhmach, and 
which yearned to leave Russia in peace in order to con- 
tinue the conflict against the Germans in the West.’ He 
almost outdoes Masaryk himself on the “Siberian anabasis”’ 
legend. 
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The fact is, however, that the legion was offered a 
short route home via Murmansk and Archangel whence 
British ships were to transport it to the battle front in 
France. But the legion, afraid of German submarines and 
not too eager to fight, preferred the long way home via 
Siberia to Vladivostok. As a result, Masaryk’s army 
reached Europe long after the smoke of the war had lifted, 
without having contributed to the defeat of Germany and 
Austria. The Siberian anabasis made great propaganda for 
Masaryk’s cause, as he himself admitted, and without it, 
in fact, the “cause” might have been lost. I recommend 
that Kerner and other students of history, read pp. 81-83 
of Ingrim’s “After Hitler Stalin?’ — and, but carefully, 
even Masaryk’s “Svétova Revoluce.” 

e 

“In the aims publicized as the objectives of peace, the Czecho- 
slovaks were promised their independence on the basis of the self- 
determination of the Czechoslovak nation. It is a fundamental ques- 
tion just what “self-determination of the nations” meant at that 
time. It seems most probable that when it was first uttered it 
meant the determination of an entire nation to choose whether it 
wished to be independent or live under another, and not self-deter- 
mination of small parts of it” (p. 62). 


Here, Kerner quite naively would have us believe 
that he is befuddled by the meaning of “self-determina- 
tion.” Of course, he could have given credit to Masaryk 
and especially Bene’ for his pretended quandary. I say 
“pretended,” because he himself tells us on the page fol- 


lowing: 
“In many regions the populations were thoroughly mixed in 
composition.... As far as the Czechoslovaks were concerned, the 


matter was complicated by the fact that their claims in the Czech 
regions rested on historic rights, the Lands of the Bohemian Crown 
(Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia), which they as a nation had cre- 
ated and maintained in history, and on the rights of nationality for 
the Slovaks in Hungary, where the Magyars claimed historic rights 
of the Lands of the Hungarian Crown” (p. 63). 


So, what is this business “the Czechoslovaks were pro- 
mised their independence on the basis of the self-determin- 
ation of the Czechoslovak nation”? Kerner puts himself in 
a very ludicrous situation: he admits the existence of the 
Czech nation, Czech regions, etc., does not admit directly 
the existence of the Slovak counterparts, but still insists 
on having a “Czechoslovak” nation! 
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As mentioned earlier, one of the aims of the Allies 
was the “liberation of Italians, Rumanians, Slavs and Cze- 
choslovaks from foreign rule.” The Czechs and Slovaks 
got into the picture also as “Czecho-Slovaks,” and not only 
as Slavs, at the persistent insistence of Dr. Edward Be- 
neS to support the fiction promoted by Masaryk and him- 
self that “Czechs and Slovaks were the same.” The truth, 
however, remains that the Slovaks are an individual na- 
tion in the great family of Slovanic nations, as are the 
Poles, Byelorussians, Ukrainians, Russians, Czechs, Bul- 
garians, Serbs, Slovenians, Croatians, Macedonians, Mon- 
tenegrins, and Lusatian Serbs, whatever Kerner and other 
“historians” of his type might have to say to the contrary 
notwithstanding. 

If Kerner does not believe that the right of self-de- 
termination applies equally to the Czechs and Slovaks, let 
him say so outright and be done with it. Kerner should 
know, aS we certainly know, that the magic formula that 
dazzled and charmed President Wilson was “national de- 
termination,” which meant that every ethnic group be 
conceded the right to decide to which state it wished to 
belong. More important than what it meant, of course, 
was what it implied: the notion that the ideal state would 
be one inhabited only by one ethnic entity, one nation. 
The tenth of Wilson’s “Fourteen Points” reads as follows: 

“The peoples of Austria-Hungary, whose place among the nations 
we wish to see safeguarded and assured, should be accorded the 
freest opportunity of autonomous development.” 

What does “the peoples of Austria-Hungary” mean 
to professor Kerner? Does it mean all the peoples, except 
the Slovak people? If Masaryk used his charms to make 
Wilson believe the fiction that the “Czechs and the Slo- 
vaks were the same,” and so to deceive him, does that 
alter the truth that the Czechs and the Slovaks are not 
one people, one nation? Why should Kerner want us to 
believe otherwise? 

“The Peace Conference bie to give the Czechoslovaks the 
historic boundaries in the Czech regions of Austria and ethnic boun- 
daries in the Slovak districts of Hungary. Furthermore, it added, 


under conditions of autonomy, Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia. It thus cre- 
ated a state in which 34 per cent of the population was non-Czecho- 
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slovak, and this element included a German population of over three 
millions, living chiefly in the outer rim of Bohemia, in a state of 
less than fifteen millions” (p. 63). 


But this is not quite the whole story. The Peace Con- 
ference decided as it did, because it relied on the “expert” 
information supplied by Masaryk and BeneS, both Czechs, 
who presumed to represent both the Czechs and also the 
Slovaks. In the state created, the non-Czech population 
was in the majority, and this included some three and a 
half million Germans, in a state of “less than fifteen mil- 
lions” (how much less?). The Conference gave the “Cze- 
choslovaks” nothing, but it did allow the boundaries for 
the “new” state that was created, as Kerner states, ‘on 
the ground that nine or ten million Czechoslovaks should 
be favored with independence over three million Germans” 
(p. 65) — the argument of Masaryk and Benes! They 
needed the almost three million Slovaks of Hungary to 
make “nine or ten million Czechoslovaks,” but the Czechs 


and the ‘Slovaks were “the same”! 
= 


“The Duchy of Teschen was what was left of Silesia, one of the 
Lands of the Bohemian Crown, after Frederick the Great had seized 
fourteen-fifteenths of that territory in 1740. The historic rights of the 
Czechs went back to the fourteenth century. Before that the Duchy 
had been Polish (p. 66) ... It was, however, Poland’s dissatisfac- 
tion with this decision which led her diplomacy into demanding and 
acquiring Czech Teschen on the occasion of the Conference of Mu- 
nich (October, 1938). This blow from the rear really made it im- 
possible for Czechoslovakia to fight after she was abandoned by her 
Western allies” (p. 68). 

It is obvious that Kerner either lacks knowledge 
about Teschen or is deliberately attempting to confuse the 
readers of his “Czechoslovakia.” Just like Masaryk and 
Benes, it seems that Kerner does not want students of 
history to know the whole truth about Czecho-Slovakia. 
Furthermore, the allegation that Czecho-Slovakia was 
“forced” to surrender to Hitler without firing a shot, be- 
cause her ‘Western allies’ had abandoned her, or be- 
cause England and France asked her to, is purely fictitious. 

Benes surrendered Czecho-Slovakia to Hitler without 
the approval of parliament. The BeneS Czechs knew fully 
well that Czecho-Slovakia could not be saved, because her 
non-Czech majority was not wiling to fight for her. They 
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chose to surrender “at the behest of their faithless friends,” 
because an attempt to fight would have revealed to the 
world that the German-Slovak-Magyar-Ruthenian-Polish 
majority of her population was not ready to die for a 
State that had treated them as second-rate citizens for 
some thirty years. And let us not forget that even the 
Czechs, who considered themselves the “State-nation,” did 
not fire a single shot in defense of Czecho-Slovakia. Fur- 
thermore, it is no secret that Benes did not cultivate 
friendship with Poland and other neighboring states: his 
pro-Soviet policy over decades of years is proof of that. 
Already in 1929 Viscount D’Abernon prophesied: 


“The treaty between Czecho/Slovakia and Poland is thought a 
triumph of French militarism. So it may be, but the duration will be 
temporary ... the Czech satellite will revert to the orbit of the 
Moscow planet as soon as disturbing forces cease to operate quite 


as powerfully as today.” - 


“German propaganda later sought to spread the view that the 
boundaries of Czechoslovakia, as well as those of Poland, were 
drawn by the Peace Conference in ignorance and that they repre- 
sented a failure to understand the problems of central Europe. No- 
thing could be farther from the facts. The delegates of the Peace 
Conference had access to and used the best available information 
and considered these problems from all possible angles” (p. 68). 


After reviewing the events that followed World War 
I and led to World War II, I believe it is safe to say that 
Kerner’s statement is “farther from the facts” than even 
the “German propaganda” he alludes to. The fact remains 
that World War I not only failed to solve Europe’s prob- 
lems, but even accentuated them and led to World War II. 
At Paris there was a meeting of two continents which were 
quite ignorant of each other. The peacemakers blundered 
when they accepted interested parties as experts without 
having them checked by the opposition. When Lloyd 
George asked BeneS how many Magyars would fall under 
Czech rule, Benes replied that their number would be 
350,000 (D. H. Miller: “My Diary at the Conference in Pa- 
ris”; in reality it was more than one million. BeneS, plead- 
ing for a “natural frontier,” described a little brook as a 
navigable river. 

Repudiation of Kerner’s claim may also be found in 
A. J. P. Taylor’s “The Habsburg Monarchy,” C. A. Ma- 
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cartney’s “Problems of the Danubian Basin,” Lloyd 
George’s “The Truth About the Peace Treaties,” J. M. 
Keynes “The Economic Consequences of the Peace.” Win- 
ston Churchill’s “Aftermath and World Crises,” Robert In- 
grim’s “After Hitler Stalin?” and even T. G. Masaryk’s 
“Svétova Revoluce.” But Kemer himself does that quite 
effectively with the last three sentences — especially the 
last sentence — of the very same paragraph, which reads: 


“Another solution of the Czechoslovak problem might indeed be 
sought by some future peace conference, if the poignant problem of 
the German nation is solved, for example, on the model of Switzer- 
land rather than that permitting a rampant totalitarian racialism. 
Until then it may be said that the work of the Peace Conference 
was a reasonable solution for its time. Common sense and intelli- 
gence and a few minor boundary rectifications might have secured 
a durable settlement” (p. 69). 


Of course, Professor Kerner, could hardly have intend- 
ed it that way, but this is quite an admission from a mem- 
ber of the “EXPERT STAFF, Colonel House Inquiry and 
American Commission to Negotiate Peace”! We know today 
that Kerner was not the only “expert” who lacked sufficient 
“common sense and intelligence” at that time. 

(More coming) 


WHO SAID IT? 


“In 1868 the Czech intellectuals and the Bohemian aris- 
tocrats renewed their allegiance. . . The eighty Bohemian 
absentees from the Reichsrat made a declaration of their 
aims: they asked for equal national rights for the Czechs in 
Bohemia, and for a reform of the electoral system; they 
demanded also the unity of the lands of St. Wenceslaus and 
the same independence for this “great Bohemia” as Hungary 
possessed. The Czech leaders were bewitched by the Hun- 
garian example. They saw, quite rightly, that the Magyars 
had achieved their national freedom by associating it with 
historic rights, and they supposed that the way to achieve 
the national freedom of the Czechs was to claim the historic 
rights of Bohemia. They did not see that the historic rights 
of Hungary were real, the historic rights of Bohemia im- 
aginary. . .’ — (A. J. P. Taylor, THE HABSBURG MON. 
ARCHY, London, 1948; p. 142). 
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SMALL NATIONS 
Dr. Henrich Bartek 


Immediate results of the first bloody, world-wide con- 
flict, which ended in 1918, were such conflicting principles 
as: the right to self-determination, national sovereignty, 
cultural self-existence, buffer states and spheres of in- 
fluence. At the same time, small nations with national 
aspirations were blamed for igniting catastrophic, interna- 
tional upheavals when, as a matter of fact, they were only 
pawns in the international game of power (politics in which 
the great nations engage from time to time for world do- 
mination. 

The history of European nations and States during 
the past century and a half demonstrates clearly that when 
small nations make marked social and cultural progress, 
their desire for political independence — a national state of 
their own — increases, in order to secure their future de- 
velopment as a free people whose contributions are infin- 
itely more valuable to civilization and progress when not 
handicapped by foreign influences and political subservience. 

To accuse small countries of harboring imperialistic 
schemes is not historically correct, because both world 
wars were caused by intense rivalries among the great 
powers of the world. It is interesting to note that the main 
arguments against the existence of small nations as in- 
dependent political states, according to the chief expon- 
ents of aggressive imperialism of the big powers, are their 
smallness, their inability to protect themselves militarily 
against their stronger neighbors and to sustain themselves 
economically. From the standpoint of historical truth and 
justice, however, it is always the bigger powers which are 
at fault when they attempt to subjugate a small power by 
brute force. It is significant that no cultural or social argu- 
ments are advanced against the independent existence of 
small nations. The truth is that all small nations are able 
to hold their own and prove their ability in all fields of 
human endeavor, if they are not molested by the greater 
powers. It is true that there are political, cultural and so- 
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cial differences among the several small nations and that 
their living standards differ, too, but we find these same 
differences even in the larger nations and states. Hence, 
one cannot rightfully determine the right to independent 
statehood for small nations merely by such superficial ar- 
guments. And who shall say that only the large and mighty 
nations and states shall possess the right to freedom and 


independence? 
In the last war, neither France nor Poland were able to 
defend themselves successfully — and they are not small 


nations. If one were to limit the right to statehood on mi- 
litary might, then only those states and nations which could 
maintain their independence against the most powerful na- 
tion or state would have a “right” to exist. In that case, 
Europe would pass out of existence. 

Before World War II, half the European continent 
was dominated by three major powers — Great Britain, 
Germany and Russia. The other half of Europe was divided 
into large, middle-sized and small states. That was the true 
face of the map of Europe; and nothing can change the 
historic reality that there exists considerably more than 
a score of different nationalities on the Continent. In 
charting the future course of Europe, we must take into 
account the national aspirations of these historic peoples, 
who look forward to the historic future as a united people 
with rights to political freedom and statehood. This holds 
equally true for all nations, the large and the small. The 
question may arise, however, whether the recognition of 
small states is for the betterment of mankind and for the 
embellishment of European culture, or whether it may turn 
out to be a detriment to modern civilization. 

The political and national states which exist as such 
at present are recognized; their right to statehood is not 
questioned. For example, the Norwegians, Finns, Swiss, 
Danes, and even the Albanians are officially conceded the 
right to an independent political status. After World War 
I, the Baltic States of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia were 
organized as independent, political states as called for by 
the principle of national self-determination. Other nation- 
alities, less fortunate and subject to power politics, were 
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forced to assert their right to statehood. Thus, the Slo- 
venes, a highly cultured nation with a population larger 
than the Albanians, failed to organize their own national 
State because of geopolitical reasons. And as long as ag- 
gressive militarism and imperialism hold sway in European 
politics, the Slovenes will not be able to establish their 
natural right to national independence. In 1918, they chose 
to become incorporated in the kingdom of Yugoslavia for 
reasons of self-preservation and security. Nevertheless, this 
united southern Slavic monarchy proved incapable of re~- 
sisting German aggression in 1941. 

It is not at all certain that the Slovenes, or other small 
nations, would clamor for complete independence, although 
this is the ideal of all peoples with national traditions and 
a common language, if international relations were, founded 
on genuine democratic principles of justice and mutual 
welfare. There are many similar cases in the history of 
European nationalities. A typical case is that of Slovakia 
which has made great strides in its cultural, social, and po- 
litical life. The Slovaks, as a progressive and democratic- 
minded people, are an ideal representative of all the small 
nations of central and eastern Europe. 


Slovakia — a Democratic Nation 


At the close of the 18th century when feudal Hungary, 
which had been ruled for centuries by privileged classes 
without consideration of national origin, began to change 
its tradition of supra-nationalism into a national Magyar 
statism, the various nationalities, moved by their instinct 
of self-preservation, naturally resisted the new Magyari- 
zation program. Accordingly, the Slovaks intensified their 
efforts to promote the study of their own ancient native 
language and national traditions. Slovak aristocrats, un- 
fortunately, abandoned their national traditions and suc- 
cumbed to the Magyar influence for fear of losing their 
old prerogatives as members of the nobility. The Slovak 
common people, however, became the chief exponents of 
Slovak nationalism; their objectives were national in scope, 
but they aimed at a higher standard of living and, hence, 
their aims were social and cultural as well as political. 
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This, then, is proof of the existence of truly democratic 
ideals among Slovak classes. 

During the 19th century, the Slovaks repeatedly at- 
tempted to come to an understanding with the Magyars, 
but the rulers refused to grant their subjects local self- 
government within the confines of the kingdom. As a di- 
rect consequence of their failure to secure national recog- 
nition, the Slovaks resolved on a cultura! program which 
was designed for a long range future with the hope that 
this would prepare them for the opportune moment in their 
history when they would inevitably emerge as a full-fledged 
national state. 

Obstacles in the way of the cultural development of 
the Slovaks were constantly placed by state authorities who 
were determined to destroy all vestiges of a national tra- 
dition among the various nationalities in the kingdom ex- 
cept those of the Magyar nation. Inspired by their chau- 
vinistic mood, the Magyars, following their union with 
Austria in 1867, closed all schools, suppressed the Slovak 
Institute (Matica Slovenské), imprisoned leading Slovaks 
in social, political, educational and cultural life, and made 
Magyar the sole official language in Hungary. 

Despite official proscription of all non-Magyar acti- 
vities in Hungary, the struggle for national survival in 
Slovakia went on for more than a century. And even after 
1918 the Slovaks resumed the struggle for their national 
rights to self-government and self-determination in the 
first Czecho-Slovak Republic. In their unending fight for 
political freedom and national equality, the Slovaks at- 
tained a high degree of economic self-sufficiency and 
reached a new high in cultural and social progress, scarce- 
ly equalled by any small nation in Europe in so short a 
time and under such unfavorable circumstances. 

In the first Czecho-Slovak Republic, the Slovaks were 
forced to defend their national individuality against the 
official attempt of the Czechs to submerge their native 
Slovak origin in an artificial ideological “Czechoslovak” 
nationality. Moreover, due to the economic crisis in the joint 
republic of the Czechs and Slovaks, ten per cent of the 
latter emigrated to foreign lands to seek a livelihood. 


SLOVAKIA 67 


At last, the international situation in the fall of 1938 
gave the Slovaks their long-awaited opportunity to secure 
their national autonomy on October 6, 1938, for which they 
had hoped in vain for a score of years during the life-time 
of the first Czecho-Slovak Republic and during the thous- 
and-year-rule of the Hungarian State. 

Post-Munich Czecho-Slovakia disintegrated rapidly. The 
Slovaks, threatened with national extinction by being di- 
vided among their neighbors as a protectorate of the Ger- 
man Reich, like Bohemia and Moravia, declared their in- 
dependence on March 14, 1939, through their autonomous 
national parliament in Bratislava. And when Poland and 
Hungary recognized the Slovak State, Germany, after an- 
nexing Bohemia and Moravia, also recognized the newly- 
created Slovak Republic. Before the outbreak of hostilities 
in the autumn of 1939, the Slovak Republic became a full- 
fledged subject of international law. Many nations, includ- 
ing the U.S/S.R, not only gave their official recognition 
to the new democratic state in central Europe and its de 
jure government, but exchanged diplomatic representatives 
with the newly-organized Slovak national state on the Da- 
nube in central Hurope, henceforth to be known as the 
Slovak Republic. 

Neutrality was the national policy of the Slovak Re- 
public in the second World War. The Slovaks were in grave 
danger of national destruction, caught as they were in 
the midst of the mortal combat between the Germans and 
Russians. Nevertheless, they continued to work for the 
common welfare of their new state, so that the Slovak Re- 
public made unprecedented sociai, economic, industrial, 
educational and cultural progress. 

Slovak colleges were founded, the Slovak university at 
Bratislava made great progress, thousands of publications 
and books were published yearly, literary and scientific 
works appeared in large numbers, living standards im- 
proved considerably, social and industrial relations reached 
a new high. So spirited and prosperous wes this new life 
in their own State that the Slovaks really made history 
in the short span of six years of self-rule in the Slovak 
Republic. 
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All these facts have been cited merely to show how a 
small nation, freed from foreign domination, and then made 
subject to the Czechs, at last emerged as a self-governing 
state, and demonstrated beyond a doubt that even in the 
worst possible situation, that of war, this small nation 
was able to govern itself wisely and justly, ond become a 
prosperous country and a worthy member of the family 
of European nations. 

The present Czecho-Slovak regime is far different 
from the first Czecho-Slovak government that attempted to 
Czechize the Slovaks and which refused to grant self-gov- 
ernment to them. The persistent fight of the Slovak nation 
for its. rights for more than a century and a half has 
brought the Slovaks some noteworthy gains, namely, a 
high social and cultural standard, so that the Czechs to- 
day must treat them as equals, not as the Czech politicians 
treated them during the years 1918-1938, when they looked 
down upon the Slovaks as an inferior race. What the future 
relations between the Czechs and Slovaks will be uncer- 
tain, although there are signs of the renewal of another 
Czech attempt to force the old “Czechoslovak” ideology 
upon the Slovaks who defiantly oppose this political heresy. 
Whatever may be said of the bitterness of the opposition 
of the Slovaks in the past, it is certain that this opposi- 
tion in the future shall be even greater, because the Slo- 
vaks proved their ability to govern themselves. The attempt 
to fuse the Czechs and Slovaks into one nation is just as 
futile as the attempt to make a united nation out of the 
Swedes and the Norwegians. 

Slovakia’s experience has amply illustrated the capa- 
bility of a small country, without the interference of power 
interests, to work out her national destiny and reach a 
high standard of living and attain a high degree of cul- 
ture. This she was able to do solely through the persevering 
efforts of her native sons who were inspired to work in the 
interests of their country and mankind. That the Slovaks 
were newcomers on the world’s political stage did not al- 
ter the fact that they accomplished a worthwhile feat, one 
that merits the admiration of the whole civilized world, 
for they created their own national state, a creation at the 
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same time of their innate skill and their social, cultural 
and biological powers as a virile nation. This achievement 
of an entire race assures the Slovaks a promising future 
in the history of central Europe. 

Nationalistic aspirations among the Slovaks were not 
a new thing, for they had cherished their native historic 
traditions for centuries before they blossomed into the full 
bloom of statehood in the spring of 1939. The dormant 
creative energies of a people, kept in political bondage for 
a thousand years, were suddenly released and, behold, the 
Slovaks erected a monumental and amazingly beautiful na- 
tional edifice, known forever in history as the Slovak Re- 
public! 

The miraculous creation of the Slovak national move- 
ment, namely, the Slovak State, was truly the greatest 
achievement of the Slovak people in all history. And this 
shall continue to inspire them in all their trials and vicis- 
situdes in the future, for the glorious memory of this brief 
moment of freedom cannot be obliterated from the minds 
of a gallant people who dedicated themselves to the cause 
of democracy at the very dawn of their nation’s history. 

Does this brief review of historic events in the na- 
tional life of Slovakia have any lesson for us? Perhaps, but 
at any rate there are some very significant observations 
to be derived from this consideration. One of these is that 
a small nation, building its own national culture, labors 
under greater handicaps than a large nation; and it must 
work more intensely to secure its proper place in the so- 
cial and cultural life of nations. That is why small nations 
which enjoy national independence generally have a high 
cultural standard that is borne out by statistics which 
show that, as a rule, they have a much smaller percent- 
age of illiterates than the larger nations. In a small na- 
tion, the conditions are lacking for creating widely diver- 
gent social classes which arise from the formation of huge 
capitalistic monopolies. For that reason, too, the social or- 
der in small nations is far more democratic by its very na- 
ture than that of large countries, and certainly far less 
complex. 

Small states are constantly aware of the imperative 
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necessity of maintaining high social and cultural standards 
and, consequently, the individual citizen feels his personal 
responsibility more keenly than the average citizen of a 
large country. Every private citizen of a small state knows 
to what extent his country depends on him and, hence, 
seeks to make a personal contribution to his society. In the 
economic field, a small nation cannot afford to embark 
on a large expansion program that ultimately leads to 
overproduction. Every parcel of land must be made pro- 
ductive and new scientific methods must be constantly 
introduced into agriculture. This system of intensive farm- 
ing is vitally necessary to the international economy of an 
overpopulated Europe. 

Social, political, economic, or cultural experiments may 
be tried with greater safety by small nations, for large 
nations cannot experiment in these fields without endan- 
gering the very existence of their entire system of govern- 
ment and national economy. Moreover, there is less danger 
for the usurpation of power in a small state, because the 
goal of any particular political trend is easily detected in 
its incipient stages. In short, a small country is more easily 
managed, and by its very nature is more democratic than 
a large state. 

There are many added advantages that small states 
have. Not the least among them is the one that small na- 
tions are not confined within the narrow limits of a non- 
creative and non-progressive traditionalism that hinders 
progress and shuts the door on new ideas. But for human- 
ity the most significant of all is the fact that the small 
nations cannot harbor imperialistic aims and, for that 
reason, they concentrate all their resources and energies 
on cultural and economic endeavor. This alone justifies 
the existence of small nations which have a natural right 
to be founded and maintained. Small states can well be- 
come the greatest boon for civilization. 

The bitter experiences of two World Wars in quick suc- 
cession have clearly shown that, sooner or later, the world 
must recognize as an incontrovertible principle that every 
nation has a right to its national existence under its own 
state government. Complete equality of all European na- 
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tions, which are willing to cooperate for universal and per- 
manent peace among the nations of the world, must be the 
basic principle of civilization and the ideal of every na- 
tional culture. Until this universal ideal is realized, the 
small nations must persevere in their struggle to attain or 
maintain their statehood, as the case may be. The middle- 
sized and great nations of Europe, which have repeatedly 
suffered the ravages of war and have just experienced 
the worst disaster in all history, ought to support the cause 
of the small states if they hope to preserve our modern 
civilization and, what is more important, save humanity 
from total extinction. 

Today — ten years after the termination of the Great 
War — the situation in Europe is well nigh hopeless cul- 
turally, as it is economically. There is a real danger of 
losing the priceless cultural heritage that has been the 
pride of Western Europe for centuries. It is the grave re- 
sponsibility of those in power to work honestly and fear- 
lessly for the preservation of the high cultural values oi 
European civilization and, through international coopera- 
tion among the nations that cherish this age-old inherit- 
ance, inaugurate an era of genuine democracy for the 
peoples of Europe, for this alone can save Hurope from 
complete ruin and decay. 

We who cherish our Western heritage still have the 
will and courage to preserve it from destruction and we 
-have high hopes of restoring it to its former prestige un- 
der the inspiration of true democracy, but we need the 
wholehearted support of all democratic forces throughout 
the world. If we unite these forces, we can revive the spark 
of life in the smouldering ruins of Europe and save Eu- 
ropean culture from spiritual anarchy and desolation. There 
is still time, but only precious little time, for time is run- 
ning out. It is the eleventh hour. If we do not act at once, 
all will be lost for a long time to come. 

e e e 

RECOMMENDED BOOKS: “The Slovaks” (Jurchak 
$3.00; SLOVAK FOR BEGINNERS” (Books I-III) $1.50 
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The Czecho-Slovak Exile 


CZECH SOCIAL DEMOCRATS AND RED ESPIONAGE 
Dr. Michael Zibrin 


July of 1955 found the “Council of Free Czechoslova- 
kia” just as July of last year left it; without elected of- 
ficials, without elected representatives. This is because 
the Council, during the 20-month period of its re-organi- 
zation, could not reach any agreement and is operating on 
a rotation system, ie., each month a representative of a 
different political party serves as its executive head. This 
proves what we had said before: the Council is a conglom- 
erate of people of quite different brands and that Let- 
trich’s exclamation two years ago — “Gentlemen, I think 
only dollars keep us here together” — was and is still true. 

The present chaos in the Council is caused partly by 
the fact that political parties are coming to prevail more 
than personalities, and the Council resembles more and 
more an enlarged National Front. The purpose of this article 
is to review the past policies and deeds of that party in the 
Council which did most to communize the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic and prepare an easy Communist take-over in 
1948. Such a review is necessitated by the shocking public 
deception that has gained influential positions for the exile 
members of this party. Reformed Communists and colla- 
borators can perform valuable functions, but in men who 
deny their obvious political actions there can be no ques- 
tion of reform. 

The most flagrant aid to Communism was given by the 
Czecho-Slovak Social Democratic party. In exile today, the 
leaders of this party are men who, by their open collabo- 
ration with Stalin, played the most important part in the 
bolshevization of Czecho-Slovakia. These men have always 
stood very close to the Communists, even during small 
political skirmishes like those occasionally now among Zenkl, 
Ripka, and Peroutka. Particularly after the Stalin-Benes 
pact of 1943, they were the most efficient signers and exe- 
cutors of Benes’s bloody decrees, not realizing that, once 
they had finished their jobs for the Communists, the fate 
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they had prepared for others would become their own. 

History shows that already in 1928 the Social Demo. 
crats formulated their program thus: “Today as also in 
the past we are decided to protect the Soviet Union against 
any inimical action of the capitalistic governments and 
against any counter-revolutionary attack.” Nine years 
earlier this belief had been realized in action. When Polish 
General Pilsudski was fighting a bloody battle with the 
Communist army near Warsaw in 1920, the socialistic ma- 
jority in Prague forbade the transportation of military 
material through Czecho-Slovakia, despite the fact that 
this material was sent by France and a French military 
mission was at that time already in Prague. A year earlier, 
when General Stefanik telegraphed a warning to Prague 
against Bolshevism as the greatest plague of mankind and 
asked for unity in the fight to destroy it, it was this same 
Social Democratic Party which — with Masaryk’s consent 
— stopped Stefanik’s program. Masaryk’s consent is less 
surprising when one remembers that he was actually among 
the first to hail the October Bolshevik Revolution in 1917, 
which now in Prague is considered fundamental to the cre. 
ation of Ozecho-Slovakia. Thus one could go on without 
end and show that the Social Democratic party was an ef- 
fective avant garde of Communism in Central Europe, not 
only in Czecho-Slovakia. 

Certainly one of the most important persons in the 
Czecho-Slovak Social Democratic party was Vojta Bene§, 
the oldest brother of the late president. Gottwald officially, 
on the Cabinet’s decision (and Moscow’s approval), sent 
him into West Germany in 1949, where he kept in regular 
contact with Prague and acted more or less as Gottwald’s 
unofficial ambassador. He did not conceal this fact, and 
the members of the “Council of Free Czechoslovakia” knew 
it. Therefore, many times, Vojta Benes took a different 
position from the official Council and opposed some steps 
undertaken by non-Socialists in the Council. 

Benes’s brother passed away, but equally important 
representatives remain, particularly: Vaclav Majer, B. Vi- 
lem, the former Secretary-General of the Party, and the 
ill-famed Bohumil LauSman. Also, the Social Democratic 
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party has its two generals, Sergei Ingr, and Hasal Nizbor- 
sky, and, in Canada, the former minister FrantiSek Ne- 
mec, who together with Hasal affected the cession of Ru- 
thenia to Stalin. To this party belongs also a Communist 
famous in Europe, MiloS Vanek, and some questionable indi- 
viduals in Radio Free Europe in Munich. These are all 
Czechs. 

MiloS Vanek, who is reported to have been a charter 
member of the “Czechoslovak Communist Party,” remained 
an ardent adherent of Czechoslovak-Soviet friendship even 
after he had left that party to become a left-wing Social 
Democrat. I personally know Mr. Vanek and I must con- 
firm that Vanek was one of the founders of the Commun- 
ist Party in Europe. This is described in the book of Lu- 
cien Laurat “Du Komintern au Kominform” (Paris, France 
Des Isles, 1951), in which on page 10 we read: “The mani- 
fest issued by the second Congress of the Kominform, July, 
1920, carries a great number of signatures — Lenin, Zi- 
noviev, Boukarine, Trotski, for Russia; Vanek, Hula, Za- 
potocky (the president of Czecho-Slovakia today), etc.” 

This signer and founder of the Communist Party is 
today the Chief of the Economics Department of Radio 
Free Europe and a member of the “Council of Free Cze- 
choslovakia” in New York, both financed by the Free Eu- 
rope Committee! 

On the Slovak side there are: Dr. Ziak, well-known 
Czecho-Slovak; Dr. Joseph Mrazek, the only Slovak signer 
of the oath of fidelity to Communism in 1948, and posing 
as a Slovak, a certain Belak, whose real name is Berger. 
About these people, Kurt Glaser, American writer wrote: 

“The principal Czechs and Slovaks associated with the Free 
Europe Committee and those employed by Radio Free Europe are not 
— as is commonly supposed — fighters against Communism. Quite 
on the contrary, they fellow-traveled with the Communists from at 
least 1939 to 1948, helped them to power, and even today follow a 
Communist-sponsored propaganda line. 

“These individuals belong to an organization which has syste- 
matically betrayed members of the democratic underground in Czecho- 
Slovakia by tipping them off to Dictator Gottwald’s secret police. 

“A number of Radio Free Europe staff members are either 


Communist agents or have criminal records. 
‘Radio Free Europe’s Czecho-Slovak program is helping Stalin 
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by sabotaging international understanding and promoting rivalry and 
hatred between European peoples. 

“Mr. Peroutka is backed up by two experts in dialectical mate- 
rialism, Dr. Zak and Dr. (Berger) Belak. Dr. Zak is the editor of an 
intellectual magazine called ‘Tribuna’ which is forbidden in France 
and another called ‘Reality’ (Skuteénost) which is forbidden in 
Switzerland. Unfortunately, I have not been able to peruse these 
journals as I do not read czech, but I am told that their basic the- 
sis is the need for the party masses to submit to leadership by the 
elite cadre. Belék was formerly a Communist Party functionary in 
Slovakia under the name of Berger. He puts out a German-language 
sheet called ‘Militant Democracy’ which few Germans read because 
it takes Stalin’s anti-German line.” 

I. who know this gentleman (Belak-Berger) person- 
ally, must confirm that Mr. Glaser’s opinion is 100 per- 
cent right! 

The former member of the Social Democratic party 
in Slovakia, Pavel Viboch, need not be dealt with as a party 
member, and the other three Slovaks mentioned are also 
not significant. Never receiving any mandate from the 
Slovak nation, they represent colonialism in Central Europe 
at a time when colonialism is dying even in Africa. The 
best proof is the elections in 1946, when the Social Demo- 
crats in Slovakia could not elect even one representative 
without Czech help. It was an old Prague trick to transfer 
unneeded votes from one district to another. As a rule, the 
Social Democratic party has been a Czech organization only. 

To return to the history of this party, however, one 
can say that its activities during the second World War 
are very revealing. The majority of the party politicians 
fled with Benes, or shortly after, and served in his “cabi- 
net-in-exile.” An exception was Ambassador Fierlinger, 
who remained in Moscow serving the Communists instead 
of Benes, according to Ripka and BeneS himself. When it 
came to the worst, BeneSs’s “government-in-exile” recalled 
him to London. Having the support of Moscow, however, 
Fierlinger refused to return, and BeneS, in order to keep 
his presidency, had to go to Moscow and take orders from 
his personal enemy. These statements are proved by the 
cablegrams exchanged by the “government-in-exile’ and 
Fierlinger, which were published in Fierlinger’s book. In 
addition to Moscow’s support, Fierlinger also had help 
within the “government-in-exile.” This was the left wing of 
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the Social Democrats, with LauSman and Bechyne as lead- 
ers in London. This group, moreover, closely cooperated 
with other admirers of the Soviet Union in the Czech Na- 
tional Socialist party, Ripka, Firt, and others. This party 
supported several pro-Communistic organizations, where 
Ripka used to be president and Josef Korbel and Tigrid 
Schonfeld were in leading positions, pleading for help for 
Stalin. In 1942 and 1943, VaSek and Majer organized the 
Communist demonstrations that helped to force the second 
front against Churchill’s will. 


We recall that Benes traveled to Moscow in 1943 
against the wishes of Eden, Churchill, and other states- 
men. There he approved the sell-out of Ruthenia and cleared 
the road to Czecho-Slovakia for the Soviet Union. This he 
did without any regard for the will of the peoples of Slo- 
vakia, Bohemia, Moravia and Ruthenia. Nay, even without 
the full consent of the “Provisional Czechoslovak Govern- 
ment” in London. The peoples of Slovakia, Bohemia, Mo- 
ravia, and Ruthenia certainly had nothing to do with it. 


I recall the speeches of October and November, 1943, 
in the chambers of the “Czechoslovak State Council” in 
London. They were made not only by the admirers of the 
Kremlin, but also by the so-called civil politicians who were 
blinded by Moscow. Among them were LauSman and Ma- 
jer, Dr. Uhlif and Paul Machaéek; all strongly approved 
the journey to Moscow and insisted on going along with 
Communist Valo’s proposition even if it meant the loss of 
asylum in England and the good will of the allies. Benes 
simply had to go to Moscow, they said, because the “higher 
interests of our nations” demanded it. When Benes re- 
turned from his trip to Moscow, he brought the request 
to Mikolajezyk and the Poles that they renounce a large 
part of Poland to the Soviets. 


If any one should question the truth of my statements, 


I am ready and willing at all times to produce the reports | 


of the ‘Czechoslovak State Council,” the speeches Laus- 
man and Uhlif¥, and even BeneS’s speech in its entirety 
after he returned from Moscow. They tell us clearly why 
the Communist “putsch” of February 1948 took place so 
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smoothly. Repetition of these facts is important for under- 
standing the effective collaboration of the Social Demo- 
crats with the Communists after the second war. 

Showing their allegiance to the principle from 1928, 
“Never against the Soviet Union,” the Social Democrats 
without an exception pressed for the BeneS-Stalin agree- 
ment in 1943. Therefore, in the first post-war government, 
formed in KoSice in 1945, and the most communistic of all 
governments returning home, they dominated. There was 
no Slovak representative — evidence that Social Democ- 
racy had practically no influence in Slovakia. 

Besides Prime Minister Zdenek Fierlinger, there was 
Franti8ek Nemec and the liaison officer between the Red 
Armv and Bene’, General Nizborsky (known now as General 
Hasal), who is at present, I believe, a consultant in the 
Pentagon. Other ministers in that government were the in- 
famous spy, Bohumil LauSman, and a present leader in the 
“Council of Free Czechoslovakia,’ Vaclav Majer. We know, 
that all except Fierlinger came unharmed into exile after 
February, 1948. LauSman, of course, after having accomp- 
lished his espionage in Radio Free Europe, returned to 
Prague. Clearly LauSman has the lowest character among 
the contemporary politicians, but he was a most trusted 
comrade of the present so-called “anti-Communist” politi- 
cians in the ‘Council of Free Czechoslovakia.” 

They all were united in their pro-Communist activities, 
and their claim now to belong to this or that wing is not at 
all convincing. In 1946 the same Vaclav Majer praised the 
top Communist in Czecho-Slovakia lavishly: “Gottwald’s 
name will be forever connected not only with our fight for 
national liberation, but also with the struggle for social 
liberation as well as for new forms of life and work... . 
Gottwald, not only by his determination, but also by his 
understanding for the opinions of others, showed his great 
qualities as politician and man.” Such were then the ex- 
pressions of Vaclav Majer, an “anti-Communist” fighter 
of today. But Majer is not alone in this. After working to- 
gether for the Communists at home, the Social Democrats 
came to the United States and suddenly discovered that 
they, too, have fought Communism. Their present fabrica- 
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tions about their post-war activity, which the following 
facts disprove, are a deep offense to the witnesses of their 
activities back home. 

The first document signed by the ministers and the 
members of the Executive Committee of the Social Demo- 
cratic Party by which a smooth Communization of their 
homeland was assured, was their agreement of June 25, 
1945, at once after returning to Prague, to form the “Na- 
tional Front of the Working People.” This agreement 
shows the servility of the whole Social Democratic Party, 
not only of the leaders, because it was discussed and una-~ 
nimously approved by all the party before being signed by 
the Executive Committee. This means that all politicians 
of the Social Democratic Party, now posing as anti-Com- 
munists in exile, agreed to the bolshevization of Czecho- 
Slovakia. Zenkl and his National Socialists can at least at- 
tempt to excuse themselves that they did not want to ac- 
cept this agreement but were forced to by the Social De- 
mocrats. 

But it is not a question of who forced whom; they all 
signed and published this agreement and, what is worse, 
they put it into effect. The most important parts of this 
agreement are the following: 

1. While maintaining a political and organizational 
independence, the three parties will closely cooperate and 
follow a common policy in all matters of public life. 

2. The political basis of the National Front of Work- 
ing People is the government program, unanimously agreed 
upon in conference in Moscow and unanimously accepted 
by the government in KoSice on April 5, 1945. Through 
this agreement, also a Central Coordinating Committee 
is being created with an equal number of representatives 
from all participating parties, and also a United Alliance 
of Trade Organizations, based on voluntary membership, 
will be formed. Further will be formed a Non-Political 
Alliance of Czech Farmers and a United Organization of 
Czech Youth; both of these organizations shall be sup- 
ported by all parties. 

This publicly declared agreement was signed for the 
Social Democrats by Zdenek Fierlinger; for the Commun- 
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ists by Klement Gottwald, and for the National Socialist 
Party by Peter Zenkl. 


It is both very interesting and quite significant that 
not a single Slovak attended that meeting and that among 
those who’ called it were Dr. Peter Zenkl, Dr. Hubert Rip- 
ka, and other leaders of Dr. BeneS’s old Czech National 
Socilalist Party — the very same people who today are 
telling the American public and the world that they al- 
ways hated the Reds and that the Reds “ousted” them from 
Government. 


But the truth is something else again. The fact is that 
both Zenkl and Ripka welcomed the Communists, sought 
their favor, and wanted to win political prestige with the 
help of the Reds at the expense of the other political par- 
ties. Of course, today we know that they failed. The same 
thing happened to them that had happened and is still 
happening to all those who try to collaborate with the Com- 
munists: The Communists exploit them for what they are 
worth and then swallow them up or get rid of them. 


The “National Front of the Working People” created 
a “Central Coordinating Committee,” in which every affi- 
liated party had an equal number of representatives. This 
committee had the task of coordinating the work of the 
socialist parties. The socialist bloc prepared the ground for 
the various activities which led to the suppression of poli- 
tical and religious freedom — the first steps taken toward 
a socialist dictatorship. 


The Czech Socialists and Communists agreed that the 
Agrarian Party would be suppressed, the Catholic Hagle 
organization outlawed, and that Catholic youth, as such, 
would not be allowed to organize. Together they worked 
out a plan whereby the non-Communist peasant votes would 
be done away with and, at the same time, how these votes, 
together with the Communist-controlled peasant unions, 
would be brought into the Communist Party. They also 
created and later legalized the Communist trade organiza- 
tions, then the non-political Federation of Farmers and the 
United Youth Organization — all of which were supposed 
to be formed by the joint participation of all parties, but 
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the instant they began to function. 

Therefore, it is not true that Zenkl, Ripka, Vilem, 
Majer, and other Czech Social Democrats opposed Com- 
munist hegemony from the beginning, but the truth is 
that from the moment they accepted the so-called “KoSice 
Agreement,” they were always subordinated to and in the 
train of the Communist Party and willingly continued that 
way not only on Russian soil, or in Russian-occupied KoSsi- 
ce, but also in “liberated’’ Prague. The “Joint Declaration” 
to the nation on June 28, 1945, is indisputable proof of the 
fact that they wanted to get into government with the help 
of the Communists, even at the expense of democracy, 
Christianity, and freedom. 

This is the sound lesson for all who would collaborate 
with Communists. All such people are digging their own 
graves, because Communism recognizes no agreements, con- 
cessions, or compromises, and swallows up all who collabo- 
rate with it. 

A Czech Catholic editor, A. J. Jandaéek, commented 
on major effects of this agreement in this manner: 


“The aims of the socialist bloc were many: 

“1. First of all not to allow workers to organize in Catholic 
trade unions, and so far as they are already organized in them, 
through a mass effort to storm them into the socialist bloc by 
maintaining that Catholic organizations will anyhow be in the mi- 
nority and that, therefore, it is better to go together. 

“29, Not to allow an independent unification of Catholic far- 
mers. The party of farm people will not be allowed to exist at all, 
and as far as the Catholics have their Catholic farmers organized, the 
Communists will divide them among themselves. 

“2 A United Organization of Czech Youth will be formed and, 
thus, the Catholic youth will not have an opportunity to organize on 
a Catholic platform, either politically or religiously. Simply, all youth 
will be forced to go into the state-fformed and socialist-led organiza- 
tion. Thus, organizing an “Alliance of Catholic Youth” or a “Czecho- 
slovak Orel” will be impossible. A daily and weekly have already 
been published for this so-called united youth organization and are 
led by the Communists. 

“In view of these three aims, it is possible to call the establish- 
ing and maintaining of the socialist bloc an intentional act against 
political and religious freedom and the establishment of a socialist 


dictatorship.” 
Although I am not a Catholic and never was a member 


ee 
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of any clerical party, I am ready to sign this analysis by 
the editor Jandaéek. 

Whereas, Zenkl and his party, in December, 1947, be- 
gan not to abide by the 1945 agreement, the Social Demo- 
crats kept it even after the Communist ‘“‘putsch” in Feb- 
ruary, 1948. Professor Matek, for instance, accepted lead- 
ing positions in organizations which bolshevized the Uni- 
versity, and as president of the Action Committee of the 
University he expelled those students who had participated 
in demonstrations against the Communists in February. 
Furthermore, for a long time he helped the Constitutional 
Committee of Czecho-Slovakian Parliament and its chair- 
man, Dr. Prochazka, a leading Communist. As a matter 
of fact, the whole section on Economics in the Communist 
constitution is his work. Both as an expert and as a mem- 
ber of the Social Democratic Party, he supported the 
Communist bills; actually, he was the right hand of Dr. 
Prochazka, the most Communist jurist in Czecho-Slovakia 
and chairman of the Constitutional Committee. To us it is 
not surprising that Maéek led in the persecution of demo- 
cratic students after the Communist putsch, since he had 
earlier been well known as a fervent exponent of Marx 
at the University of Brno, where he was professor of Na- 
tional Economics. The surprise is that he is now a univers- 
ity professor in the United States. 

Professor Maéek, during the years 1929-1939, was a 
member of Parliament for the Social Democratic Party. 
Simultaneously, he edited a left-orientated monthly called 
“Our Times” which was sponsored by Presidents Masaryk 
and Benes. He published numerous books, a base of which 
was, repeatedly, the teachings of Marx. In these books 
Professor Matek defended the theories of Marx very em- 
phatically and wanted to introduce them into our social 
and economic life, even as early as 1930-1938. He wanted 
to socialize everything. His aim was identical to that of the 
Communists. They wanted to put it into practice after 1945. 

Originally, Professor Maéek migrated to Canada and 
lived on the farm of a certain Mr. Karel Buzek, where he 
wrote articles for the Czech newspapers in Canada. In his 
articles he rejected and condemned the very same ideas he 
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was not so long ago an apostle of and a very able and 
thorough propagator. 

From Canada he came to the United States and at 
the present time he is active as a professor at some uni- 
versity in Pennsylvania. 

B. Vilem, as General Secretary of the Czech Social 
Democratic Party, was more a personal “whip” for Fier- 
linger than a “whip” for the party. While I was a member 
of the Agricultural Committee, we succeeded sometimes in 
winning over the chairman of the committee, who was a 
Social Democrat, against the Communist proposals. Vilem, 
however, before the voting day, and often at midnight, 
called the members of his party and dictated: “Fierlinger 
lets you know that the party cannot stand for your pro- 
posals; you have to vote with the Communist Party.” One 
of these Social Democrats that was forced by Vilem to 
vote with the Communists is in exile; several committee 
members from the other parties who lost with me because 
of Vilem’s actions are now in the “Council of Free Czecho- 
slovakia,” but they will never forget those defeats (Sliva, 
Torn, and others). Without this servility to the Commun- 
ists, Gottwald would never have gained the majority he had. 

The saddest chapter of the Social Democratic Party, 
however, was written by its member who was the Minister of 
Industry, Bohumil LauSman. He served the agreement of 
June 25, 1945, so faithfully that he went out to disintegrate 
even the exile and worked for three years as a spy, after 
being employed by Radio Free Europe with the help of the 
Social Democrats and other members of the “Council of 
Free Czechoslovakia,” particularly Ripka and his group. 

The case of LauSman’s treason was not yet completely 
closed when new espionage process was started against fur- 
ther exponent of Prague government and close collaborator 
of Dr. Hubert Ripka. Hardly had a French court sentenced 
Kubala on a charge of espionage for Communist Czecho- 
Slovakia before the Prague radio reacted in this case and the 
speaker, himself a collaborator of Mr. Ferdinand Peroutka 
and a former employee of Radio Free Europe, used the most 
despicable language against the West. Slovak newspapers 
unanimously reported — unfortunately without desirable 
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results on the actions of Radio Free Europe — that Laus- 
man would be followed by the others. The newspapers asked 
for effective preventive measures in Radio Free Europe 
against subversive elements but nothing was done. Many 
very dubious elements are sitting in Radio Free Europe and 
are paid by the American citizens. 

In the warning concerning espionage, we have not only 
stated several times that there are Marxists and Commun- 
ists in “Czechoslovak” organizations, but we also said openly 
that they were, and still are espionage agents of the Prague 
government. The Prague broadcasts have confirmed our alle- 
gation. On the same broadcast where, some time ago, Laus- 
man broadcast in Prague, now spoke Bruno Folta, who was 
working as an employee of Radio Free Europe under the pro- 
tection of Dr. M. Mudry and Dr. Kvetko. He minutely copied 
the style of LauSman. He confessed that originally he be- 
trayed the Communist government in Prague and fled to the 
West, requesting political asylum. 

Here in the West, in Radio Free Europe Folta came to 
the conclusion that the western world was rotten and readily 
seized the chance to return home and accept what was of- 
fered to him in the intelligence service conducted by the 
Czech General Moravec. He repented like LauSman and, hav- 
ing the desire to make some reparations, he put himself at 
the disposal of the ‘‘people’s Democracy” against the West. 
He went on to threaten that he would use all the knowledge 
which he acquired as an employee of Radio Free Europe. 

Our reports from Munich and behind the Iron Curtain 
explain the Folta case as follows: Like LauSman, he was sent 
by the Prague government for espionage purposes and to es- 
tablish the contacts. When he succeeded and gathered 
enough material and collaborators, especially in Munich 
and Paris, he simply returned to Prague as a highly appre- 
ciated agent, in order to accuse the anti-Communist citi- 
zens at home. of whose attitude he learned while abroad. 

What is Folta telling the peoples of Czecho-Slovakia? 
The Vienna newspapers published long articles explaining 
how Folta, this confident servant of Mr. Peroutka and Dr. 
Midry, was blaming Radio Free Europe and the Western 
World and praising everything he found after his return to 
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Prague: “Prague has everything good and new, all the 
new technical inventions, and everything in plenty. Mean- 
time, in the West, only the capitalist dupes have all the 
goods in their possession and the common people are 
starving.” That is the picture of the West presented by 
Folta, who collected American dollars from RFE. 

When will Washington be convinced? The case of 
Folta is certainly a chapter of shameful history, but we 
fear that even this fact will not be strong enough to con- 
vince the Free Europe Committee or the Department of 
State in Washington. We repeat that such exile organiza- 
tions, which are supported at the expense of genuine demo- 
cratic and anti-Communist organizations, are nuisances 
and wreckers of all the actions of the Western World in 
the cold war. In the “Czechoslovak” organizations there 
have been, since the start, members who were sent West by 
the Prague government only for the purpose of serving the 
Communists. On the roster of “Czechoslovak” organizations 
in exile you will find many persons who were elected to 
office on the Communist ballot, politicians who mostly 
helped the Communists not only to gain control of Czecho- 
Slovakia, but also the whole Danube valley. 

The same persons, who with Benes in 1939, in Lon- 
don, were in touch with Stalin’s ambassador, agreed on the 
invasion of U.S./S.R. south of the Carpathian Mountains. 
To the Americans in Washington and the Englishmen in 
London, they displayed an agreement concerning the in- 
tegrity of the Czecho-Slovak State while knowing the de- 
ficiencies of this treaty. They conmmitted the same crime 
as did LauSman and Bruno Folta. These people simply be- 
trayed the Allies. 

But beyond that are their protectors, the “Council of 
Free Czechoslovakia” and its leading representatives — 
Zenkl, Lettrich, Peroutka, Mudry and others — less guilty 
of betrayal? They let LauSman into Radio Free Europe 
and allowed him to broadcast for American money. On the 
payroll they kept Folta, Ruzicka, and others as well; and 
they still do that and help to betray America. There is no 
excuse for them, or is there? 

Participants in a crime are as punishable as the crim- 


SLOVAKIA 85 


inal, Participants in this betrayal can not excuse them- 
selves on the grounds that they did not know anything 
about such action. Several times suspicious cases were 
brought to their notice but they did not pay any attention 
to these warnings. What should we say to this criminal 
negligence on the part of responsible personalities in Radio 
Free Europe or in the “Council of Free Czechoslovakia?” 
There they are unanimous: Zenkl, Cerny, Osusky —- all 
plead for the innocence of Peroutka. The continuous scan- 
dals should wake up the security officials of the Western 
Powers. Until now only the Germans in Munich asked for 
a clean-up of Marxists and other elements hostile to de- 
mocracy in the whole territory of the German Federal Re- 
public. They aimed at “Czechoslovak” organizations which 
are infiltrated with highly suspicious elements. 

Let us apply our knowledge while there is still time. 
Many think that only in Germany are such cases possible, 
but that is not true. The same cases, even more paradoxi- 
cal, we find in Washington where the Czech officers are 
working. They distinguished themselves in the sell-out of 
Carpathian Ruthenia to the Soviets, or kept in the ser- 
vice of American Intelligence the sister-in-law of a well- 
known Communist in the old country. Why should we be 
shocked that in Paris the Communists received confiden- 
tial material? Even in Washington security measures are 
neglected. We know the persons at work in Washington 
and we will not be surprised if the LauSman affair breaks 
out again despite our warning. Those who will be surprised 
will be Americans. Let us take lessons from Paris. 

Since LauSman’s return to Prague, the whole Czecho- 
Slovak exile, in its confusion, has been producing decep- 
tions and charges of forgery. When Mr. Osusky of the 
“Council of Free Czechoslovakia’ does not succeed in his 
enterprises, or the situation changes after his proclama- 
tions have been published, he simply proclaims them un- 
authentic or falsified, or he simply ascribes them to Laus- 
man. 

Sometimes the matter is trivial, as it was in the pro- 
clamation concerning the Sudeten Germans which was al- 
legedly signed by Osusky. There he stressed the necessity 
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that the Czechs and the Sudeten Germans are reconciled and 
charged that Ripka and Zenkl were unsuitable because of 
their collaboration with the Communists. The subject was 
given great publicity by Josten (a former official of the 
Foreign Ministry and now editor of “Czechoslovak” in 
London) and his Marxist cell in London, which always 
tries to please Prague. In this matter, Osusky probably 
figured that a deal with the Sudeten Germans could per- 
haps be of help to him if he should have trouble in the 
Council with Ripka and Zenkl. But here chance helped 
him. Ripka had difficulties in the United States because 
of his collaboration with the Communists and therefore 
planned to return to his socialist friends in Europe. For 
this reason he, as well as Zenkl, did not fight for leading 
positions in the Council — a fact that allowed the Novem- 
ber reconciliation of the Council. Osusky does not need 
the Sudeten Germany any longer, whereas for Zenkl and 
Ripka the Sudeten German question will be a problem. So 
Osusky denied his Sudeten German proclamation and 
charged that its publication in the “Czechoslovak” was a 
forgery. 

Similarly, “Nae Cesta,” a Marxist paper printed in 
the Czech language in Vienna, published a whole issue of 
articles written by several members of the ‘Council of Free 
Czechoslovakia.” After Osusky and Zenkl were reconciled 
and the articles did not fit into the changed opinion of the 
Council, the editor proclaimed the whole earlier issue a 
forgery. Thus, suddenly we are told that the articles were 
not written by the members of the Council, and that the 
whole issue was forged with the purpose of splitting the 
“Czechoslovak’’ exile. It is interesting to see whose names 
first appear as authors of the disputed articles: Dr. Tabor- 
sky, Bene’’s secretary; Jan Zak, Slovak socialist and con- 
fidant of Marxists and “Czechoslovaks” ; Jozef DieSka, mem- 
ber of the Council, etc. I can only dismiss the editor’s 
charge that the whole issue originated with LauSman as 
ridiculous and highly impossible. 

In the newspaper “Novy Domov,” published in Canada, 
another member of the Council, FraStacky, attacked Colonel 
Miksche, who does not go along with the “Czechoslovaks” 
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in the Council. (Colonel Miksche, a Czecho-Slovak military 
attache in Paris, resigned in December, 1947, in protest to 
the policy of the present members of the Council then in 
Prague.) When Colonel Miksche threatened to sue him, 
FraStacky quickly denied writing the article and declared 
it a forgery. Certainly this comedy cannot be called any- 
thing but ridiculous; fortunately, it did not harm Colonel 
Miksche. 

It is regrettable, however, that the exile ‘‘Czechoslo- 
vak” press sees in these and other incidents the inter- 
vention of General Molotka of Prague, whose assignment, 
with Lausman, is to influence and disturb the exile. It does 
not at all seem to me that these incidents are of LauS- 
man’s making, for he would think of different methods 
among the members of the Council. In the Council he feels 
at home, after spending three years in its midst and work- 
ing with Council members in Radio Free Europe. There 
he does not need any mediators and can at any time direct- 
ly interfere. Using LauSman’s name, however, provides 
Osusky and others with a handy scapegoat for their own 
failures and abandoned projects. 

Similarly, the Czechoslovak” exile press is not una- 
nimous and constant in its account of the Council’s No- 
vember compromise and in its list of representatives. 
Sometimes it leaves out Dr. Cerny’s name, and other times 
it puts it in, depending on whom it serves. Professor Hlava- 
ty is referred to as a neutral sometimes, and at other times 
as a former socialist representative in the temporary Na- 
tional Assembly in Prague. 

Moreover, the ‘“Czechoslovak’’ exile even today is 
helping and promoting the accessories of spies as did some 
other members of the Council while they were ambassadors 
in the United States and elsewhere. This is the way the 
“Czechoslovak” organizations operate while the socialist 
parties in the West do not realize their danger. So, for ex- 
ample Zdenka Schonova, in England one of the leading 
Czech Social Democrats, is supported today by the “Czech 
Trust Fund,’ even though her collaboration with the con- 
victed spy, Peter Arton, was proved. It is evident that the 
persons from the Council do not distinguish between a 
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Czech patriot and a Czech spy. For them everyone is first 
of all Czech, from Bene’ down to LauSman, and in this be- 
lief they not only help the spies and pay them, but also 
pay for their protection and defense 

It is also well known that Colonel Koenig, who is a 
leader of the reporting division of the “Council of Free 
Czechoslovakia” and also working for the West, still em- 
ploys the same Hungarian Communist as his secretary, 
his sister-in-law, Klara Fedak. Fedak is in New York with- 
out letting the U. S. authorities know that she is a Com- 
munist. Her former “boy friend” is now chief of the espion- 
age office in Bratislava; yet the persons from the “Council 
of Free Czechoslovakia” do not find it difficult to affirm 
to the West the reliability of these Communists. Koenig’s 
group is also responsible for the murder of a Slovak un- 
derground leader and patriot, Pavol HaruSiak, and others 
from Bratislava, whose border-crossing they betrayed to the 
Communist police. HaruSiak was my friend, and I know that 
a member of Koenig’s group, Dr. Patek, gained access to 
him only through representing himself as from me. 

When the “Czechoslovak” exile has such help and af- 
filiations, how long must one state that this “Czechoslovak” 
group is not reliable? It is seen to be a very dangerous 
group when we realize that it has accomplices in the un- 
derground who were given money and introductions by 
Zenkl and Ripka, as the spy Bohumil Cerny and his ac- 
complices were. This situation is also true of the “Czecho- 
slovak” section of Radio Free Europe in Munich, where 
there is always someone who helps such men as Lausman 
and Folta, or other ex-Communists and future re-immi- 
grants to Red Prague. Bure’, who brought Folta to Radio 
Free Europe, was dismissed, but his friends — Kvetko, 
Madry, and Peroutka — are still in leading positions. 

If Radio Free Europe and the Voice of America would 
try to break the reputation of this “Czechoslovak’” army 
with truth and with real anti-Communist speakers who 
have a good reputation and an anti<Communist record at 
home, it could be done. Not, however, with the present 
group. What is broadcast and written now — for American 
money — helps the Communists more than it harms them. 
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These organizations which are supposed to wage psy- 
chological warfare against Communism behind the Iron 
Curtain do just the opposite — as far as Czecho-Slovakia 
is concerned. Too often they help spies and broadcast ma- 
terial which does not harm the Communists, but rather 
amuses them. Sending pigeons and balloons across the 
Iron Curtain makes people there laugh or curse, because 
the police always get some of those who pick up the leaf- 
lets. When almost every month someone returns to Prague 
and tells of the low moral tone, the scandals, and suicides 
in the “Czechoslovak” section of Radio Free Europe in 
Munich, the Communists give this excellent publicity. No 
wonder that Radio Free Europe does not have any respect 
there! Even when Radio Free Europe, or the Voice of 
America, gains some Slovak renegade, these organizations 
are not made thereby effective, nor are their names re- 
stored at home behind the Iron Curtain. People there ceased 
to believe them long ago, and after the LauSman and Folta 
affairs they only curse them. 

Folta, Ruzicka, and BureS worked in Radio Free Eu- 
rope; they were the proteges of those Slovak employees in 
Radio Free Europe — Dr. Mudry and Dr. Kvetko — who 
are supposed to represent the real Slovak anti-Commun- 
ist cause. And yet nothing happened to Mudry or Kvetko, 
much less to Peroutka, because they brought BureS and 
Ruzitka and Folta to RFE, nor because they paid their 
comrade LauSman, who is also back in Prague. 

The new chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on In- 
vestigations, Senator McClellan, who is a capable lawyer 
to whom the security of the United States is of paramount 
interest is, we hear, curious about many things. We hope, 
therefore, that this subcommittee will succeed in this mat- 
ter also and that the organizations in question will be 
cleansed of the present “Czechoslovak” group. 

LauSman was so aggressive that during the second 
World War, after his return from Moscow to London, he 
succeeded in the State Council in speeding up Benes’s trip 
to Moscow. Further, as he admits in his book, published in 
Vienna, he forced Bene’ to nationalize all private industry 
by presidential decree before the Provisional National As- 
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sembly convened in October, 1945. He also points out in 
his book that, whereas he admits his actions, the asso- 
ciates who agreed with him on all the issues of collabora- 
tion now are renouncing him only in order to be accept- 
able to Washington. In this way, LauSman has unmasked 
the Social Democrats who in exile pretend to fight Com- 
munism, but actually are responsible for the fact that 
Russian territory extends for the first time in history west 
of the Carpathians into the Danube basin. 

In this bolshevik expansion it was two Social Demo- 
crats who represented BeneS and the whole state leader- 
ship: Frantisek Nemec and General Nizborsky — Hasal. 
Both went to Moscow from London in 1944 and then fol- 
lowed the Red Army into Czecho-Slovakia to take over 
the liberated territory from the Red Army in accordance 
with the BeneS-Stalin treaty. They did it so successfully 
with the help of Fierlinger in Moscow that in three months 
they gave Stalin the eastern part of Czecho-Slovakia, the 
whole of Ruthenia. Russia offered to the Slovaks, through 

the Communists Dr. Husak and Novomesky, an inde- 
pendent Slovak State, provided that it would be another 
Soviet republic. When Husék and Novomesky made the 
proposal to the Slovaks, to Dr. Joseph Tiso, President of 
Slovakia and the Slovak Government, the Slovaks, however, 
refused the bolshevization of their country. 

Nemec was not given a cordial reception in Ruthenia 
at all. The inhabitants everywhere were signing petitions, 
sponsored by the Communist Petruséak, which stated that 
the Ruthenians no longer existed and that there were only 
Sub-Carpathian Ukrainians in Ruthenia who yearned to 
be embraced by their great mother, Ukrainia. 

After many long squabbles, Nemec finally got a mes- 
sage through to BeneS in London through General Pika. 
The telegrams that BeneS sent through Fierlinger were 
never seen by Nemec, because Fierlinger already then was 
Stalin’s envoy and never a patriotic citizen of his own 
State. It is significant, therefore, that despite these ex. 
periences this same traitor, Fierlinger, was named, several 
months later, as the premier by Benes. 

Nemec was in a very trying position. When he wanted 


SLOVAKIA 91 


to be connected with London, he had to ask for permission 
to do so from the Chief of the Russian Staff so that he 
could travel to Moscow, where with the help of the radio 
connection of General Pika, who was the Chief of the Mi- 
litary Mission, Nemec could tell BeneS how matters were 
going and keep him informed on Fierlinger. The latter was 
doing right well. He still is a minister in the Prague Gov- 
ernment, but General Pika was killed by the Communists. 

At that time the Communists had asked the Slovak 
non-Communists whether it would not be more profitable 
to support the idea of a Slovak Soviet Republic so that the 
Slovaks could govern their own territory rather than ad- 
here to the “Czechoslovak” ideology which denied the ex- 
istence of the Slovak nation. They added that such a Slo- 
vak Soviet Republic could be promoted without difficulty, 
because the Slovak State still existed. Husak and Novo- 
mesky, however, did not get anywhere with their proposal. 
The Slovak non-Communists turned it down, declaring that 
it was contrary to the Christmas Agreement of December, 
1943, as well as the agreement which Ursiny concluded with 
Dr. Bene’ in October, 1944, when he acted in the name of 
the Slovak National Council. 

When Husak and Novomesky failed to promote the 
idea of a Slovak Soviet Republic in London, they imme- 
diately contacted and ordered their followers in Slovakia 
to present the proposal to President Joseph Tiso and the 
Slovak Government. But Tiso and the Slovak Government 
would not hear about it. Husaék and Novomesky failed in 
their mission. Several months later, with many Slovaks in 
emigration, Clementis took up the tune, but he also got no- 
where. Today all the leading Reds of Slovakia are paying 
dearly for failing in their mission. Clementis paid with his 
life. 

Ruthenia was lost. Benes’s delegation had to go to 
TrebiSov and after that things went rather smoothly. Fier- 
linger made the propositions and Benes accepted them. 
When he was returning from Moscow in March, 1945, Be- 
neS could no longer enter Ruthenia. In fact he renounced 
it solemnly on several occasions. Finally, BeneS had an 
agreement prepared which Fierlinger signed for the Czecho- 
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Slovak Government with great solemnity in the Kremlin on 
June 29, 1945. No one outside the Communists agreed with 
this act of Benes. No law, however, could contain or re- 
strain BeneS. He acted dictatorially at any time that it 
benefited him. 

On August 24, 1945, without even consutling the 
Parliament, Benes issued his presidential decree No. 4, con- 
cluding the pact between the U.S.S.R. and the C.S.R. This 
decree was the basis for assigning new borders to Slova- 
kia in the East. In October, 1946, everything “legalized” 
on the basis of foregoing decrees was published in the Col- 
lection of Laws and Regulations. 

The text of the above-mentioned agreement is inter- 
esting, as well as significant. It begins with the words: 
“. , being certain that the provisional National Assembly 
of the Czecho-Slovak Republic shall concur with this agree- 
mont, ...). 

Bene’ did not wait. He and John Masaryk and Vlado 
Clementis decided matters without Parliament. As good 
prophets, they knew that Parliament would certainly ap- 
prove this agreement! 

Since Ruthenia was not a very big bite, BeneS did not 
stop there, but became even more generous, On June 2, 
1945, he issued decree No. 8, whereby a number of homes 
in the most beautiful section of Bubenec — in the modern 
section of Prague — were donated to the Russian Com- 
munist State to commemorate, he said, the great sacrifices 
the nations of the UJS.S.R. had made on the altar of liber- 
ation of humanity. 

Well, it is a fact that the bolshevik armies to a great 
extent did liberate Slovakia from a great many things the 
Slovaks could use themselves, but it certainly was not 
ethical or democratic to sign over whole streets to them 
without even consulting the nation about it. Only dictators 
act like that. And BeneS was a dictator by the grace of 
Moscow, even if only a temporary one. 

Besides this generous gesture, several weeks later 
Benes showed his appreciation to the so-called “liberator” 
of Prague, Marshal Konev, by giving him several very 
beautiful villas which were confiscated from the good citi- 
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zens of Prague. From these villas Konev has a beautiful 
view of Prague. 

All these decrees were signed by General Hasal-Niz- 
borsky, who was at that time Minister of Transportation, 
and by Vaclav Majer, who was also a member of Benes’s 
cabinet. The servility to Stalin and Gottwald, and the 
boundless adulation by Hasal-Nizborsky and Frantisek 
Nemec would be best illustrated if we published the congra- 
tulatory telegrams sent by them to their idols. 

I intend to publish all these facts in a book, but they 
have already been quoted by Fierlinger and LauSman in 
their books. 

Later, many Communists who fell out of favor tried to 
rescue their political careers in exile with the help of mem~ 
bership cards in the Social Democratic Party. Those Com- 
munists, almost without exception, we find in Radio Free 
Europe — (Graf, Berger-Belak, and Tigrid Schonfeld), or 
with other American institutions — (Josef Korbel, the 
Communist ambassador from Prague to Tito in Belgrade, 
now a member of the “Council of Free Czechoslovakia” and 
a university professor in the United States). 

Regarding Tigrid Schonfeld, it is only necessary to 
note what has been written about him here in the United 
States. As it is quite a lot, I only quote some parts of a 
more serious character: 

“Tigrid is a former member of the Czech Communist Party. Ac- 
cording to the newspaper Christ und Welt (Stuttgart, October 16, 
1952), his political activity began in 1932 when he published the il- 
legal Communist paper Hal lo Noviny, which specialized in sub- 
version of morale in the Czechoslovak Army. 

“ He was also a contributor to the Communist magazine Leva Kul- 
tura (Left Culture). During World War II he was a member of the 
Communist-dominated Czechoslovak staff of the British Broadcast- 
ing Company, where one of his colleagues and intimate friend was 
Colonel] Otto Biheler, the Czech military attache whom the United 
States Government declared persona non grata in 1949 for espion- 
age activities.” 

I hope this short excerpt will be enough to show what 
pro-Communist elements were picked by the U. S. Ad- 
ministration and by the Free Europe Committee for im- 
portant positions. These quotations will also prove that such 
people cannot be expected to be trusted back at home by 
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the Nation as anti-Communist fighters and that the whole 
expensive propaganda program is practically useless and 
ineffective. 

About the others above, I must confess the same 
opinion as to character. 

The deeds of these men, however, I am intentionally 
separating from the actions of the leaders of the Czech 
Social Democratic Party. I am presenting the Communist 
collaboration of only those Social Democrats who repre- 
sent the party in exile and who from 1945 until they went 
into exile were also of some importance back home. I am 
leaving aside those persons who are now abusing the sym- 
pathies of the Labor Party in London, because they did 
not amount to much back home, being only opportunists 
and regularly having two membership cards, one of the 
Communist and the other of the Social Democratic Party. 
But these also cannot claim that they opposed the agree- 
ment of June 25, 1945; everyone consented to it and car- 
ried it out in his capacity. 

It is no wonder that by 1946 their policy of complete 
conformance with the Communists had negated the party 
as opposition, Similarly now the party is destroying itself 
in an attempt to gain strength by accepting and protecting 
even men who were strong Communists, like Milos’ Vanek 
and Tigrid Schonfeld, or men who possessed membership 
cards of several Marxist parties, like Macek, Korbel, and 
others. Furthermore, an affidavit of anticCommunism signed 
by the Social Democrat leaders is ridiculous, indeed, be- 
cause the party’s claim to anti-Communism is itself de- 
stroyed by the evidence of its history. 

During the February, 1948 crisis, the Social Demo- 
cratic Party tried to look neutral, but the fact did every- 
thing to help the Communists succeed. Holding to the 
agreement of June, 1945, the party as a unit gave its sup- 
port to the Communists and so broke the political equili- 
brium in favor of the Communists. Even if it is not pos- 
sible to state that without the help of the Social Democrats, 
Gottwald would not have succeeded in the “putsch” of 
February, 1948, nevertheless it remains a great guilt 
against the Social Democrats that in the time when it was 
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clear to everyone what the Communists were doing, the 
Czech Social Democrats stood by them and did not help 
the opposition. This attitude of the Czech Social Democrats 
is not very well known and evaluated in the United States; 
if it were, not one of them could pose in Washington as 
anti-Communists. And their protector, Steinhardt, U. S. 
ambassador to Prague in 1948, and former Secretary of 
State Acheson could not have secured for them influential 
positions in the United States on the U. S. payroll. 

It is worthwhile to note that up to 1938 the Czech So- 
cial Democrats cooperated strongly with the Sudeten Ger- 
man Social Democrats in Czecho-Slovakia. When the Ger- 
man Social Democrats got into trouble with the Nazis and 
were persecuted, there was no Czech Social Democrat to help 
his colleague in the Sudetenland; they were betrayed. Later 
the expulsion decrees bore the signature of all the Czech 
Social Democrat ministers, who had no social or human feel- 
ing. It will forever remain a shame against the Czech Social 
Democrats that they let their colleagues from the German 
Social Democratic Party be so persecuted, robbed, expelled, 
and even murdered. 

They also had a similar attitude towards the Slovaks 
in their domestic policy and always helped Prague central- 
ism and imperialism. Furthermore, they helped to destroy 
the Slovak Democratic Party by demanding in the fall of 
1947 the position of one commissioner. This commissioner, 
working hand-in-hand with bloody Ferjentik, then commis- 
sioner of police but now in the United States, increased the 
public terror and forced the courts to serve the police. The 
Social Democrats in the government of Slovakia held to the 
agreement from June 25, 1945, until they had performed 
their jobs in 1945 and then were kicked out when no longer 
needed by the Communists. 

Looking over the record of the Czech Social Democra- 
tic Party, their willing collaboration with Communists and 
their fierce fight against every anti-Communist, one cannot 
understand their present alibi that they acted only under 
Russian pressure. One incident epitomizes this contradiction. 
On the sixtieth anniversary of Karl Marx’s death, March 
14, 1943, they were living in London. On that day the Czech 
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Social Democrats and the Communists made a pilgrimage 
to Marx’s tomb in an English cemetery. At this tomb, in 
free England, the present representative of the ‘Council of 
Free Czechoslovakia” in Washington, then BeneS’s minis- 
ter and member of his State Council, Vaclav Majer, deliv- 
ered a speech in the name of the Social Democrats in which 
he said: 

“WE BELIEVE WITH MARX THAT SOCIALISM IS THE WAY 
TOWARD INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION, TOWARD EVERLAST- 
ING PEACE, AND THE WELFARE OF NATIONS. TODAY HERE 
WE ARE, A SMALL GROUP OF SOCIALIST EMIGRANTS FROM 
CZECHO-SLOVAKIA. BUT THE TIME WILL COME WHEN MARX’S 


TOMB WILL BE THE SHRINE OF MANKIND LIBERATED FROM 
THE BLIND IMPRISONMENT OF DEAD SOCIAL DOCTRINES.” 


Minister Majer’s speech was published on March 19, 
1943, in BeneS’s official newspaper in London, the “Czecho- 
slovak,” which was financed by Jan Masaryk and Hubert 
Ripka. 

In conclusion, I say that the basis of the Communist 
victory in Czecho-Slovakia was the agreement of June 25, 
1945, which was carried out with the help of the current 
members of the “Council of Free Czechoslovakia.” Their 
present pose as anti-Communists is understandable, of 
course, because by continuing to deceive Americans is now 
their only means of survival. 


° @ s 
WHO SAID IT? 


“Himself a Slovak, though from Moravia, he had to 
provide a future for the two million Slovaks, who were even 
less able to stand alone than the Czechs. Masaryk revived 
the radical idea of 1848 and proposed to create a single 
‘Czechoslovak’ nation by will-power. Masaryk knew little of 
the Slovaks; others knew even less. This was his strength 
in dealing with the allied leaders; it could not solve the Slo- 
vak problem. The few conscious Slovak politicians aspired 
only to cultural autonomy within Hungary; living in the 
shadow of Magyar arrogance, they could not imagine the 
disappearance of the Hungarian frontier.” — (A. J. P. Tay- 
lor, THE HABSBURG MONARCHY, London, 1948; p. 240). 
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SLOVAKIA: Ruins of Bzovik Castle, Hont County, built in the 12th century. It served as 
a monastery for the Premonstratensians from 1130 until about 1433, when the Czech Hus- 
sites took it over and converted it into a fortress. 


